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AGENDA 

TUESDAY.  JULY  8.  2008 

1:30  P.M.  EXECUTIVE  SESSION 

3:15  P.M.  OPEN  SESSION 

PORT  COMMISSION  HEARING  ROOM,  SECOND  FLOOR 

FERRY  BUILDING,  SAN  FRANCISCO,  CA  94111 


The  Port  Commission  Agenda  as  well  as  Staff  Reports/Explanatory  Documents  available  to  the  public 
and  provided  to  the  Commission  are  posted  on  the  Port's  Website  at  www.sfport.com.  The  agenda 
packet  is  also  available  at  the  Pier  1  Reception  Desk. 

If  any  materials  related  to  an  item  on  this  agenda  have  been  distributed  to  the  Port  Commission  after 
distribution  of  the  agenda  packet,  those  materials  are  available  for  public  inspection  at  the  Port 
Commission  Secretary's  office  located  at  Pier  1  during  normal  office  hours. 


1 .  CALL  TO  ORDER  /  ROLL  CALL 

2.  APPROVAL  OF  MINUTES   -     June  10,  2008 

3.  PUBLIC  COMMENT  ON  EXECUTIVE  SESSION 

4.  EXECUTIVE  SESSION 


DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 

JUL  -  2  2008 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


A.      Vote  on  whether  to  hold  closed  session  to  confer  with  Legal  Counsel  and  Real 
Property  Negotiator. 

( 1 )     CONFERENCE  WITH  LEGAL  COUNSEL  REGARDING  EXISTING 
LITIGATION  MATTER. 

a.    Discuss  existing  litigation  matter  pursuant  to  California  Government  Code 
Section  54956.9(a)  and  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  Section  67. 10 
(a)  and  (d)  (2  cases): 
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i.     Henrietta  Currier  v.  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  and  Union  Pacific 
Railroad  Company;  and  related  cross-action,  San  Francisco  Superior  Court 
Case  No.  CGC-07-467623,  filed  September  27,  2007.  Discussion  and 
possible  approval  of  proposed  settlement  of  litigation  alleging  personal 
injuries  and  dangerous  condition  on  Port  property.  Proposed  settlement  of 
litigation  upon  terms  which  include  Port's  payment  of  $25,000  and  Union 
Pacific  Railroad  Company's  payment  of  $25,000,  in  exchange  for 
plaintiffs  dismissal  of  litigation  and  full  and  final  release  of  claims. 

ii.  Macor,  Inc.,  Cornerstone  Properties  II  S,  LLC,  and  Walden  Mission  Bay  I 
LLC  y.  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Port  of  San  Francisco,  State  of 
California,  State  Lands  Commission,  et  al.  (San  Francisco  Superior  Court, 
Case  No.  CGC07-460994) 

(2)     CONFERENCE  WITH  REAL  PROPERTY  NEGOTIATOR  -  This  is 

specifically  authorized  under  California  Goyemment  Code  Section  54956.8. 
This  session  is  closed  to  any  non-City/Port  representative.  * 

a.  Property:  Piers  15/17 

Person  Negotiating:  Port:  Byron  Rhett,  Deputy  Director,  Planning  & 

Development 

*The  Exploratorium:  Dermis  Bartels 

Under  Negotiation:    Price  Terms  of  Payment  X  Both 

An  executive  session  has  been  calendared  to  give  direction  to  staff  regarding 
real  estate  negotiations  for  Port  property  located  at  Piers  15/17. 

b.  Property:  Pier  Vz 

Person  Negotiating:  Port:  Byron  Rhett,  Deputy  Director,  Planning  & 

Development 

*Equity  Office  Partners:  Harout  Hagopian 

Under  Negotiation:    Price  Terms  of  Payment  X  Both 

An  executive  session  has  been  calendared  to  give  direction  to  staff  regarding 
real  estate  negotiations  for  Port  property  located  at  Pier  Y2. 

c.  Property:  SWL  352  at  Amador  Street 

Person  Negotiating:  Port:  Brad  Benson,  Special  Projects  Manager 

*Raisch  Products,  Inc. :  Doug  Raisch 

*SF  Recycling  &  Disposal:  Maurice  Quillen 

Under  Negotiation:    Price  Terms  of  Payment  2LBoth 

An  executive  session  has  been  calendared  to  give  direction  to  staff  regarding 
real  estate  negotiations  for  Port  property  located  at  SWL  352  at  Amador 
Street. 

d.  Property:  Pier  92 

Person  Negotiating:  Port:  Brad  Benson,  Special  Projects  Manager 
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*DarlinR  Delaware:  Don  DeSmet 

Under  Negotiation:    Price  Terms  of  Payment  2LBoth 

An  executive  session  has  been  calendared  to  give  direction  to  staff  regarding 
real  estate  negotiations  for  Port  property  located  at  Pier  92. 

(3)     Discussion  of  Executive  Director's  Performance   Evaluation  for  Fiscal  Year 
2008-09  pursuant  to  Section  67.10(b)  of  the  Administrative  Code  and  Section 
54957(b)  of  the  California  Government  Code. 


5.       RECONVENE  IN  OPEN  SESSION 

A.  Possible  report  on  actions  taken  in  closed  session  pursuant  to  Government  Code 
Section  54957.1  and  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  Section  67.12. 

B.  Vote  in  open  session  on  whether  to  disclose  any  or  all  executive  session 
discussions  pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section  54957.1  and  San  Francisco 
Administrative  Code  Section  67.12. 

C.  Vote  on  whether  to  approve  proposed  settlement  of  litigation  entitled  Henrietta 
Currier  v.  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.  (Also  listed  above,  Executive  Session, 
ItemNo.  4A(l)a.i) 


6.       ANNOUNCEMENT  OF  PROHIBITION  OF  SOUND  PRODUCING  DEVICES 
DURING  THE  MEETING 

Please  be  advised  that  the  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers,  and  similar  sound- 
producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be  advised  that  the 
Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the 
ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone,  pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  device. 


7.       EXECUTIVE 

A.      Executive  Director's  Report 

•  Capsized  Fishing  Vessel,  June  1 9,  2008 

•  Update  on  SF  Public  Utilities  Commission  Sewer  Line  Repairs  at  Seawall  Lot  35 1 

•  2008  Fourth  of  July  Celebration  on  the  Waterfront 

•  Fisherman's  Wharf  Community  Benefit  District  and  City  Planning  Department's 
Fisherman's  Wharf  Public  Realm  Plan  Workshop:  Friday,  July  1 1,  2008  from  1-4 
p.m.  at  the  Hyatt  Fisherman's  Wharf  located  at  555  North  Point  Street 

•  Pier  70  Master  Plan  Community  Workshop  -  July  1 7,  2008  at  5 :30  p.m.  at  Pier  1 

•  "Cool  Globes:  Hot  Ideas  for  a  Cooler  Planet"  at  Crissy  Field,  August  5-12,  2008 

•  SPUR's  Piero  N.  Patri  Fellowship  in  Urban  Design 

•  Sunday  Streets  pilot  program  August  17,  August  31  and  September  14,  2008 
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•  Slow  Food  Nation  '08  ""Come  to  the  Table"  at  Fort  Mason  August  29  -  September 

1,2008 

•  Festival  of  Sail;  July  24  -  27,  2008 


8.     CONSENT 


Request  authorization  to  retroactively  execute  a  contract  modification  to  the  Pier 
52/54  Boat  Launch,  Contract  2713  with  Dutra  Construction  Co.,  Inc.,  to  extend  the 
substantial  completion  date  by  an  additional  117  days  to  May  30,  2008  (Resolution 
No.  08-38) 


9.       PLANNING  &  DEVELOPMENT 

A.      Request  authorization  to  issue  Request  for  Proposals  for  Seawall  Lot  351 
(Embarcadero  at  Washington).  (Resolution  No.  08-39) 


10.     ENGINEERING 

A.  Informational  presentation  on  Supplemental  Engineering  Study  findings  related  to 
Pier  Vi  Structural  Condition,  Pending  September  15,  2008  Closure  and  Alternative 
Parking  Options 


1 1 .     FINANCE  &  ADMINISTRATION 

A.      Request  approval  of  the  Port's  Parks  and  Open  Space  Projects  to  be  included  in  the 
City  &  County  of  San  Francisco's  first  issuance  of  the  2008  Clean  and  Safe  Parks 
General  Obligation  Bonds  (Resolution  No.  08-40) 


12.     REAL  ESTATE 

A.  Informational  presentation  regarding  Lease  No.  L- 14564  with  Portco,  Inc.,  for  a  Ten 
Year,  One  Hundred  Eighty  (180)  Day  Lease  for  premises  located  at  360  Jefferson 
Street 

B.  Request  approval  of  License  No.  14321,  including  waiver  of  fees,  between  the  Port 
and  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  for  a  Kayak  Boat  Ramp  located  at  China 
Basin  Channel  (Resolution  No.  08-41) 

C.  Request  approval  of  a  sixty  (60)  month  lease.  Lease  No.  L- 14526,  between  the  Port, 
as  landlord,  and  One  Big  Man,  One  Big  Truck  Moving  Co.,  Inc.,  as  tenant,  for  office 
space  and  storage  space  at  401  Terry  Francois  Boulevard,  which  includes  a  right  of 
termination  by  tenant  (Resolution  No.  08-42) 
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New  Business 

Agenda  Setting  (Targeted  Commission  meeting,  subject  to  change) 

•  Informational  Presentation  on  a  proposed  lease  with  Solar  City,  Inc.  for  the 
premises  located  at  Pier  96  Maintenance  and  Repair  Building  (August  12,  2008) 

•  Informational  Presentation  of  the  design  for  the  Taylor  Street  Roadway 
Improvement  Project  (August  12,  2008) 

•  Informational  Presentation  on  BAE  Systems  San  Francisco  Ship  Repair  Operations 
at  Pier  70  and  Approval  of  6th  Lease  Amendment  with  BAE  Systems  San 
Francisco  Ship  Repair  at  Pier  70  (August  12,  2008) 

•  Informational  Presentation  of  Development  Proposals  for  Seawall  Lot  337, 
bounded  by  China  Basin  Channel,  Third  Street,  Mission  Rock  Street  and  Terry 
Francois  Boulevard,  in  response  to  the  SWL  337  Development  Request  for 
Proposals  (September  9,  2008) 

•  Informational  Presentation  Regarding  Approval  of  Lease  No.  L- 145  81  with  D  &  G 
Company  LLC,  D.B.A.  Lou's  at  Pier  47  for  a  term  of  20  Years  for  a  Restaurant 
Site  at  300  Jefferson  Street  (September  23,  2008) 

•  Request  approval  of  the  Port's  Revised  Annual  Operating  and  Capital  Budgets  for 
Fiscal  Year  2008-09  (August  12,  2008) 

•  Request  authorization  to  increase  as-needed  consulting  services  contracts  for  the 
Pier  45  Drainage  Improvements  Project  by  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $50,000, 
thereby  resulting  in  a  cumulative  total  of  $250,586  for  all  professional  as-needed 
services  for  this  project  (August  12,  2008) 

•  Request  approval  of  a  ten  (10)  year  and  one-hundred-eighty  (180)  day  lease  (L- 
14564)  with  Portco,  Inc.  for  premises  located  at  360  Jefferson  Street  (August  12, 
2008) 

•  Request  approval  of  Lease  No.  L- 145  84  with  TCHO  Ventures,  Inc.  a  Delaware 
Corporation  for  premise  located  at  Pier  17  for  a  term  of  5  Years  (August  12,  2008) 

•  Request  adoption  of  a  resolution  urging  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  accept  the 
offer  of  a  gift  from  the  Copra  Crane  Landmark  Association  to  repair  and  improve 
the  copra  crane  at  Pier  84,  on  Islais  Creek  (August  12,  2008) 

•  Request  Approval  of  Amended  and  Restated  Exclusive  Negotiation  Agreement, 
and  of  Amended  and  Restated  Term  Sheet,  with  the  Exploratorium  for  Lease  and 
Development  of  Pier  15  and  Pier  17  on  The  Embarcadero  at  Green  Street  (August 
12,  2008) 

•  Request  approval  of  a  2008  Clean  and  Safe  Neighborhood  Parks  General 
Obligation  bond  supplemental  appropriation  in  the  amount  of  $3,444,438  for 
various  waterfront  parks  projects  on  Port  property  (September  9,  2008) 

•  Request  approval  of  the  design  for  the  Taylor  Street  Roadway  Improvement 
Project  (September  9,  2008) 

•  Update  on  Port  response  to  the  City  Controller's  Audit  of  the  Port's  Purchasing 
and  Inventory  Systems  (September  23,  2008) 

•  Informational  Presentation  regarding  the  status  of  PG&E's  environmental 
investigation  at  the  Potrero  Power  Plant  shoreline  (October,  2008) 

•  Informational  Presentation  regarding  a  Memorandum  of  Understanding  No.  M- 
14534  between  the  Port  and  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  for  a 
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Solar  Power  installation  on  the  Lighter  Freight  Facility  at  Pier  96  (Date  to  be 
determined) 

Request  approval  of  a  Memorandum  of  Understanding  No.  M-14534  between  the 
Port  and  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  for  a  Solar  Power  Panels 
installation  on  the  Lighter  Freight  Facility  at  Pier  96  (Date  to  be  determined) 
Request  approval  of  an  amendment  to  the  Settlement  Agreement  between  PG&E 
and  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  dated  June  14,  2005,  regarding  a  claim 
of  encroachment  by  the  PG&E  Hunter's  Point  Power  Plant  on  Port  property,  to 
agree  to  a  month-to-month  extension  of  the  agreement  and  to  clarify  the  rental 
payment  procedures,  including  the  annual  adjustment  of  rent  (Date  to  be 
determined) 


14.    PUBLIC  COMMENT 

Public  comment  is  permitted  on  any  matter  within  Port  jurisdiction  and  is  not  limited  to 
agenda  items.  Public  comment  on  non-agenda  items  may  be  raised  during  New 
Business/Public  Comment.  A  member  of  the  public  has  up  to  three  minutes  to  make 
pertinent  public  comments  before  action  is  taken  on  any  agenda  item  and  during  the  new 
business/public  comment  period.  It  is  strongly  recommended  that  public  comments  be 
submitted  in  writing  so  they  can  be  distributed  to  the  Commissioners  for  their  review. 
Please  fill  out  a  speaker  card  and  hand  it  to  the  Commission  Secretary.  If  you  have  any 
question  regarding  the  agenda,  please  contact  the  Commission  Secretary  at  274-0406. 


15.     COMMUNICATIONS 

Communications  to  the  Port  Commission  from  June  6,  2008  to  July  2,  2008: 

•  From  Frank  Rollo,  Treadwell  &  Rollo,  regarding  Block  351 

•  From  Tim  Colen,  SF  Housing  Action  Coalition,  regarding  SWL  35 1 

•  From  Port  staff,  copy  of  a  letter  to  Senator  Gloria  Negrete  McLeod,  regarding  AB  2367 

•  From  Jim  Wunderman,  Bay  Area  Council,  regarding  SWL  351 

•  From  Walter  Caplan,  Model  A  Ford  Club  of  America,  Crab  Festival  Classic  Car  Show 
at  Fisherman's  Wharf 

•  From  Robert  Lawrence,  Faculty  Chair,  Harvard  University's  John  F.  Kennedy  School 
of  Government,  invitation  to  attend  the  Practice  of  Trade  Policy  Program  on  August  31- 
September  12,  2008 

•  From  Joe  Johnson  &  Dave  Hunt,  invitation  to  the  2008  Annual  Conference  of  the 
Association  of  Pacific  Ports  on  August  10-13,  2008  in  Stockton,  CA 

•  From  Port  staff,  regarding  Update  on  Cruise  Ship  Discharge  Program 

•  From  Danice  Fagin,  regarding  Pier  Vi  parking  lot 

•  From  Christy  Mohan,  regarding  Pier  V2  parking  lot 

•  From  200  Brannan  Street  Homeowners  Association  Board  of  Directors,  regarding 
Seawall  Lot  330 

•  From  Port  Staff,  copy  of  letter  to  Paul  Thayer,  Executive  Director  of  the  State  Lands 
Commission  regarding  Proposed  Transfer  of  the  Public  Trust  to  a  portion  of  the 
Western  Pacific  Parcel 
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•  From  Bill  Sauro,  Barbary  Coast  Neighborhood  Association,  regarding  SWL  351  design 
&  development  objectives 

•  From  Lee  Radner,  Friends  of  Golden  Gateway,  regarding  SWL  351  design  & 
development  objectives 

•  From  Vedica  Puri,  Telegraph  Hill  Dv^ellers,  regarding  SWL  351  design  &  development 
objectives 

•  From  Ron  &  Ruth  Miguel  regarding  lease  extension  for  Pier  V2 


16.     ADJOURNMENT 
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Date 


AUGUST/SEPTEMBER  2008 
CALENDAR  OF  UPCOMING  PORT  MEETINGS  -  OPEN  TO  THE  PUBLIC 
Time Group Location 


August  12 
September  9 
September  23 

NOTES: 


2:00 

P- 

m. 

3:15 

P- 

m. 

2:00 

P- 

m. 

3:15 

P- 

m. 

2:00 

p.m. 

3:15 

£: 

m. 

Closed  Session/Port  Commission 

Open  Session 

Closed  Session/Port  Commission 

Open  Session 

Closed  Session/Port  Commission 

Open  Session 


Port  Commission  Room 
@  Ferry  Building 
Port  Commission  Room 
@  Ferry  Building 
Port  Commission  Room 
@  Ferry  Building 


The  San  Francisco  Port  Commission  meets  regularly  on  the  second  and  fourth  Tuesday  of  the  month  at  3:15  p.m., 
unless  otherwise  noticed.  The  Commission  Agenda  and  staff  reports  are  posted  on  the  Port's  Website   @ 
www.sfport.com.  Contact  Amy  Quesada  at  274-0406. 

The  Environmental  Quality  Advisory  Committee  (EQAC)  meets  regularly  on  the  fourth  Thursday  of  the  month  at 
9:00  a.m.  at  Scoma's  Restaurant,  Pier  47  @  Fisherman's  Wharf.  Contact  Jay  Ach  @  274-0562  or 
jay.ach(a)sfport.com 

The  Fisherman's  Wharf  Waterfront  Advisory  Group  (FWWAG)  meets  regularly  on  a  bi-monthly  basis,  on  the  third 
Tuesday  of  the  month.  The  regular  meeting  time  and  place  is  9:00  a.m.  at  Scoma's  Restaurant,  Pier  47  at 
Fisherman's  Wharf.  Contact  Michael  Nemey  @  274-0416  or  michael.nemey(a),sfport.com 

The  Maritime  Commerce  Advisory  Committee  (MCAC)  meets  on  a  bi-monthly  basis,  on  the  third  Thursday  of  the 
month,  from  1 1 :30  a.m.  to  1 :30  p.m.  @  Pier  1 .  Contact  Jim  Maloney  @  274-05 19  or  jim.maloney(fl)sfport.com 

The  Mission  Bay  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  meets  regularly  on  the  second  Thursday  of  the  month,  from  5:30  to 
7:30  p.m.  at  the  Mission  Bay  Visitor  Center  (255  Channel  Street).  Contact  Catherine  Reilly,  Assistant  Project 
Manager,  Redevelopment  Agency,  @  749-2516  or  Catherine  Reilly/REDEV/SFGOV@SFGOV 

The  Northeast  Waterfront  Advisory  Group  (NEW AG)  meets  regularly  on  a  bi-monthly  basis  on  the  first  Wednesday 
of  the  month  from  5:00  p.m.  to  7:00  p.m.  in  the  Bayside  Conference  Room  @  Pier  1 .  Contact  Jennifer  Sobol  @  274- 
0548  or  iennifer.sobol(2),sfport.com 

The  Central  Waterfront  Advisory  Group  (CWAG)  meets  monthly  on  an  as-needed  basis,  generally  on  the  third 
Wednesday  of  the  month  from  5  to  7  p.m.  in  the  Bayside  Conference  Room  at  Pier  1.  Contact  Mark  Paez  @  705- 
8674  or  mark.paezfajsfport.com 

The  Rincon  Point-South  Beach  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  meets  regularly  on  the  third  Monday  of  the  month, 
from  5:00-7:00  p.m.  at  the  South  Beach  Yacht  Club  (Pier  40  on  The  Embarcadero).  Contact  Catherine  Reilly, 
Assistant  Project  Manager,  Redevelopment  Agency,  @  749-2516  or  Catherine.Reilly/REDEV/SFGOV@SFGOV 

The  Southern  Waterfront  Advisory  Committee  (SWAC)  meets  every  last  Wednesday  of  the  month  from  6: 1 5  to  8: 1 5 
p.m.  Location  to  be  determined.  Contact  David  Beaupre  @  274-0539  or  david  beaupre(a)sfport.com 

The  Waterfront  Design  Advisory  Committee  (WD AC)  meets  jointly  with  the  Design  Review  Board  of  the  Bay 
Conservation  and  Development  Commission  on  the  first  Monday  of  the  month  at  BCDC,  50  California  Street,  Rm. 
2600,  at  6:30  p.m.  The  Committee  meets  as  needed  on  the  third  Tuesday  of  the  month  from  1 1  a.m.  to  1  p.m.  in  the 
Bayside  Conf.  Rm.  @  Pier  1.  Contact  Dan  Hodapp  @  274-0625  or  dan.hodapp(2)sfport.com 
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ACCESSIBLE  MEETING  INFORMATION 
FERRY  BUILDING: 


The  Port  Commission  Hearing  Room  is  located  on  the  second  floor  of  the  Ferry  Building.  The 
main  public  entrance  is  from  the  west  (Embarcadero)  side  and  is  served  by  a  bank  of  elevators 
adjacent  to  the  historic  staircase.  Accessible  public  restrooms  are  on  the  first  floor  at  the 
northeast  end  of  the  building  as  well  as  on  the  second  floor  across  the  lobby  from  the  Port 
Commission  Hearing  Room.  The  main  path  of  travel  to  the  Port  Commission  Hearing  Room  is 
equipped  with  remote  infrared  signage  (Talking  Signs).  The  Port  Commission  Hearing  Room  is 
wheelchair  accessible.  Accessible  seating  for  persons  with  disabilities  (including  those  using 
wheelchairs)  is  available.  The  closest  accessible  BART  and  MUNI  Metro  station  is  Embarcadero 
located  at  Market  &  Spear  Sfreets.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  the  Ferry  Building  area  are 
the  F-Line,  9,  31,  32  and  71.  For  more  information  about  MUNI  accessible  services,  call  (415) 
923-6142.  The  nearest  accessible  parking  is  provided  in  the  following  off-street  pay  lots: 


A)  3  spaces  in  the  surface  lot  on  the  west  side  of  the  Embarcadero  at  Washington  St. 

B)  3  spaces  in  the  Pier  1/2  lot,  located  on  the  east  side  of  the  Embarcadero  between  the  Ferry 
Building  and  Pier  1 .  During  business  hours  this  lot  is  operated  by  valets. 

C)  Hourly  and  valet  parking  in  the  Pier  3  lot.  This  lot  is  accessed  through  the  Pier  3  bulkhead 
building  entrance  on  the  east  side  of  the  Embarcadero.  This  lot  is  located  on  the  pier  deck; 
adjacent  to  the  ferry  boat  Santa  Rosa. 

Additional  covered  accessible  off-street  pay  parking  is  available  in  the  Golden  Gateway  Garage, 
which  is  bounded  by  Washington,  Clay,  Drumm  and  Battery  Streets.  Entrance  is  on  Clay  St. 
between  Battery  and  Front  Streets.  There  is  no  high-top  van  parking.  Metered  street  parking  is 
available  on  the  Embarcadero,  Washington,  Folsom  &  Drumm  Streets. 

FIERI; 

The  Port's  fully  accessible  offices  are  in  the  west  end  of  Pier  1.  There  are  two  public  entrances; 
the  main  entrance  on  the  west  (Embarcadero),  and  the  Port  History  walk  entrance  on  the  south 
apron.  Each  of  these  entrances  is  provided  with  an  automatically  operated  door.  Both  entrances 
lead  to  the  Bayside  conference  rooms.  Accessible  public  restrooms,  drinking  fountains, 
payphone  and  TTY  are  on  the  first  floor  near  the  main  entrance.  The  public  spaces  of  the  Port's 
offices  are  equipped  with  remote  infrared  signage  (Talking  Signs)  identifying  all  primary 
entrances,  paths  of  travel,  meeting  rooms  and  amenities.  Accessible  seating  areas  and  assistive 
listening  devices  will  be  available  in  the  Bayside  Conference  rooms. 
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Accessible  meeting  information  policy: 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental 
illness,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are 
reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical  based  products.  Please  help 
the  City  to  accommodate  these  individuals. 


A  sign  language  interpreter  and  alternative  format  copies  of  meeting  agendas  and  other  materials 
can  be  provided  upon  request  made  at  least  72  hours  in  advance  of  any  scheduled  meeting. 
Contact  Wendy  Proctor,  Port's  ADA  Coordinator,  at  274-0592,  the  Port's  TTY  number  is  (415) 
274-0587. 

Know  Your  Rights  Under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance; 

Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public. 
Commissions,  boards,  councils  and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the 
people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted  before  the  people  and 
that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under 
the  Sunshine  Ordinance  (Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code)  or  to  report  a 
violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  Frank  Darby  by  mail:  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  1  Dr. 
Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  Room  244,  San  Francisco  CA  94102-4689;  by  phone  at  (415)  554- 
7724;  by  fax  at  (415)  554-7854  or  by  email  at  sotf@sfgov.org.  Citizens  interested  in  obtaining  a 
free  copy  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  request  a  copy  from  Mr.  Darby  or  by  printing  Chapter 
67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  on  the  Internet,  at  http://www.sfgov.org/sunshine. 

NOTICES 


Prohibition  of  Ringing  of  Sound  Producing  Devices: 


The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers,  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are 
prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the 
meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone,  pager,  or  other 
similar  sound-producing  electronic  device. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements: 

Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative 
action  may  be  required  by  the  San  Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  (SF  Campaign  &  Government 
Conduct  Code  Sections  §2.100  -  2.160)  to  register  and  report  lobbying  activity.  For  more 
information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  San  Francisco  Ethics  Commission 
at  30  Van  Ness,  Suite  3900,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102,  phone  (415)  581-2300  or  fax  (415)  581- 
2317;  web  site:  www.sfgov.org/ethics. 
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SAN  FRANCISCO 


MEMORANDUM 

July  2,  2008 


TO:  MEMBERS,  PORT  COMMISSION 

Hon.  Kimbeiiy  Brandon,  President 

Hon.  Rodney  Fong,  Vice  President 

Hon.  Michael  Hardeman 

Hon.  Ann  Lazarus 

Hon.  Stephanie  Shakofsky 

FROM:  Monique  Moyer y^/ i^Uer^ 

Executive  Director         f) 

SUBJECT:  Request  authorization  for  a  contract  modification  to  the  Pier  52/54  Boat  Launch 
Contract  No.  2713  with  Dutra  Construction  Co.,  Inc.,  to  retroactively  extend  the 
substantial  completion  date  by  1 17  days  from  February  3,  2008  to  May  30,  2008 

DIRECTOR'S  RECOMMENDATION:  Approve  the  Attached  Resolution. 

Introduction 

Port  staff  request  authorization  from  the  Port  Commission  to  execute  a  contract  modification  to 
construction  Contract  2713,  Pier  52/54  Boat  Launch  with  Dutra  Construction  Co.,  to 
retroactively  extend  the  substantial  completion  date  by  1 17  days  from  February  3,  2008  to  May 
30,  2008.  This  time  extension  will  allow  the  orderly  completion  of  this  project  to  account  for 
procurement  difficulties  in  locating  a  manufacturer  for  the  landing  float  and  porous  ground 
conditions  that  prohibited  dewatering  the  site  from  rising  tides. 

Background 

The  Port  Commission,  at  its  meeting  on  December  12,  2006  authorized  Port  staff  to  advertise  for 
bids  for  the  Pier  52/54  Boat  Launch  Project  (Port  Commission  Resolution  06-80).  The 
California  Department  of  Boating  and  Waterways  has  provided  funding  of  $1 ,270.723  for  this 
project. 

After  staff  received  three  bids  in  May  2007,  the  Port  Commission,  at  its  meeting  on  June  12. 
2007,  authorized  the  award  of  construction  Contract  2713.  Pier  52/54  Boat  Launch  Project,  to 
Dutra  Construction  Co.,  Inc.,  in  the  amount  of  $2,278,700,  plus  a  10%  contingency  of  $227,870 
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for  a  total  of  $2,506,570  (Port  Commission  Resolution  No.  07-44).  The  project  scope  included 
construction  of  a  pile-supported  reinforced  concrete  boat  launch  pad. 

The  Contract  was  certified  and  the  Official  Notice  to  Proceed  (NTP)  was  issued  on  August  6, 

2007,  with  a  schedule  of  180  calendar  days  to  achieve  substantial  completion  by  February  3, 

2008,  and  final  completion  on  March  4.  2008,  30  days  following  the  substantial  completion  date. 

Port  staff  advised  the  Commission,  at  its  meeting  on  February  12,  2008,  of  the  following  adverse 
project  circumstances:  ( 1 )  a  delay  in  achieving  substantial  project  completion  and  (2)  a  potential 
cost  increase;  both  of  which  were  under  negotiations  with  the  Contractor  at  that  time. 

The  additional  costs  and  schedule  delay  were  caused  by:  (1)  procurement  difficulties  in  the 
Contractor's  ability  to  locate  a  manufacturer  for  the  landing  float,  and  (2)  porous  ground 
conditions  that  impaired  site  dewatering  from  rising  tides. 

With  regard  to  fabrication  of  the  landing  float,  the  Contractor  contacted  all  reputable  landing 
float  suppliers  who  met  the  contract  experience  requirement,  but  was  unable  to  obtain  a  quote 
because  of  the  extreme  wave  criteria  in  the  contract  specifications.  The  Contractor  began  its 
search  for  a  vendor  in  May  2007,  well  before  the  contract  started  in  August  2007.  Port  staff, 
based  on  references  provided  by  the  design  consultant,  Creegan  and  D'Angelo,  Inc.  (C+D), 
referred  the  Contractor  to  other  float  manufacturers  in  both  the  U.S.  and  Canada.  However,  all 
these  suppliers  declined  the  opportunity  to  construct  the  landing  float.  Finally,  Port  staff  worked 
with  the  Contractor  to  review  a  substitute  float.  After  several  iterations,  an  alternative  concept 
was  approved  in  February  2008.  The  landing  float  arrived  on-site  in  April,  2008. 

To  further  compound  the  schedule  delay,  the  Contractor  encountered  unforeseen  porous  soil 
conditions  and  concrete  and  debris  at  the  site.  The  contract  documents  did  not  indicate  the 
presence  of  the  porous  soils  nor  the  obstructions  at  the  shallow  depth  encountered.  Port  staff 
informed  the  Commission  of  this  condition  at  its  meeting  on  February  12,  2008  and  advised  of 
these  delays  on  the  contract  schedule.  These  site  conditions  delayed  the  project  since  the 
Contractor  was  unable  to  dewater  the  cofferdam  for  sufficient  time  to  create  a  safe  work 
environment  for  the  installation  of  the  foundation  that  supports  the  landing  and  boarding  floats. 
Several  approaches  were  attempted  before  the  Contractor  was  able  to  finally  mitigate  the 
excessive  infiltration  of  seawater. 

Costs  associated  with  these  unforeseen  problems  escalated  to  more  than  $376,000.  However, 
through  arduous  negotiations.  Port  staff  reduced  cost  increases  to  $180,000,  which  represents  a 
52%  reduction  and  allows  the  project  to  be  completed  within  budget.  As  part  of  the  negotiations. 
Port  staff  agreed  to  extend  the  contract  time  subject  to:  ( 1)  the  Contractor  diligently  progressing 
to  completion  and  (2)  Port  Commission  approval.  At  the  time  of  this  report,  the  Contractor  has 
installed  the  boarding  float,  landing  float,  gangway,  poured  230  cubic  yards  of  concrete,  placed 
2.500  tons  of  rip-rap,  has  driven  16  piles  to  -93.0  feet,  paved  the  roadway  to  the  boat  launch,  and 
installed  the  boat  launch  lighting.  The  Contractor  achieved  substantial  completion  on  May  30. 
2008  and  is  diligently  working  on  each  item  in  the  punch  list.  Final  completion  is  30  days 
following  substantial  completion,  which  is  June  29,  2008.  The  Pier  52/54  Boat  Launch  opened 
to  the  public  on  June  14,  2008. 
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In  light  of  the  unforeseen  and  complicated  site  conditions,  coupled  with  the  procurement  delays. 
Port  staff  are  satisfied  with  the  project  costs  and  reasonable  impacts  to  the  schedule.  The  time 
extension  does  not  impact  funding,  as  Port  staff  have  received  written  approval  for  the  final 
payment  from  the  Department  of  Boating  and  Waterways. 

Funding  Status 

Total  Current  Authorization: 


Original  Contract  Amount 

$2,278,700 

Authorized  10^^  Contingency 

$227,870 

Total 

$2,506,570 

As  of  date  of  this  report,  the  following  is  a  summary  of  costs  and  change  orders  for  this  project: 


Item 

Amount 

Change  Order  No.  1-  Add  rip-rap  and  saw-cut  and  remove 
asphalt 

$19,215 

Change  Order  No.  2-  Adding  demo  debris  and  rip-rap  to  allow 
piles  and  cofferdam  installation 

$27,764 

Change  Order  No.  3-Additional  Dewatering  Effort 

$180,000 

Subtotal  Change  Orders  (Final) 

$226,979 

As  indicated  in  the  summary  table  above,  the  total  contact  change  order  costs  are  within  the 
authorized  10%  contract  contingency.  Staff  does  not  anticipate  the  need  for  additional  change 
orders  or  funds  to  achieve  Final  Completion  anticipated  on  June  29,  2008. 

The  total  authorized  funding  is  available  from  the  following  funding  sources: 


Funding  Source  Funding 

CPO  1 14-Grant  from  California 

Department  of  Boating  and  Waterways $1,270,723 

CPO  682-Pier  52/54  Public  Boat  Launch $    483,000 

CPO  741 -Pier  Repair  Fund $    752,847 

Total $2.506.570 
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Project  Schedule 

The  project  schedule  is  summarized  below: 


Original  Contract 

Proposed 
Modification 

Commission  Award 
of  Contract 

June  12,2007 

Official  Notice  to 
Prc»ceed 

August  6,  2007 

Substantial 
Completion 

February  3,  2008 

May  30,  2008 

Final  completion 

March  4,  2008 

June  29,  2008 

Summary 

Port  staff  request  authorization  from  the  Port  Commission  to  execute  a  contract  modification  to 
construction  Contract  2713,  Pier  52/54  Boat  Launch  with  Dutra  Construction  Co.,  Inc.,  to 
retroactively  extend  the  substantial  completion  by  1 17  days  from  February  3,  2008,  to  May  30, 
2008.  This  time  extension  will  allow  the  orderly  completion  of  this  project  and  account  for 
unavoidable  delays  encountered  by  the  Contractor,  specifically,  procurement  difficulties  in 
locating  a  manufacturer  for  the  landing  float,  and  porous  ground  conditions  that  impaired  site 
dewatering  from  rising  tides.  The  time  extension  has  not  impacted  funding  from  the  Department 
of  Boating  and  Waterways  as  the  Port  has  received  written  approval  for  the  final  payment. 
Increasing  the  time  duration  will  allow  for  completion  of  the  project  scope  under  circumstances 
that  do  not  justify  assessment  of  liquidated  damages  to  the  Contractor.  Under  the  modified 
schedule,  final  completion  is  anticipated  on  June  29,  2008. 


Prepared  By:       Tim  Leung,  Resident  Engineer 

For:  Edward  Byrne,  Chief  Harbor  Engineer 


PORT  COMMISSION 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 


RESOLUTION  NO.  08-38 


WHEREAS,  The  Port  Commission  previously  authorized  the  advertisement  of  the  construction 
contract  for  Pier  52/54  Boat  Launch  Project,  Contract  No.  2113  (Port  Commission 
Resolution  06-80),  at  its  meeting  on  December  12,  2006;  and 

WHEREAS,     Port  staff  received  three  bids  on  May  1 ,  2007;  and 

WHEREAS.     The  Port  Commission  authorized  Port  staff  to  award  the  construction  contract, 

Pier  52/54  Boat  Launch  Project,  Contract  No.  2713  (Port  Commission  Resolution 
07-44).  at  its  meeting  on  June  12,  2007  to  Dutra  Construction  Co.,  Inc. 
("Contractor")  the  lowest  responsive,  responsible  bidder,  in  an  amount  of 
$2,278,700,  and 

WHEREAS,     During  the  project,  the  Contractor  encountered  unavoidable  delays  due  to 

unforeseen  difficulties  in  locating  a  manufacturer  for  the  landing  float  as  specified 
by  the  Contract,  and  differing  soil  condition  that  impaired  the  ability  to  dewater 
the  site  from  tidal  infiltration;  and 

WHEREAS,     In  light  of  the  unavoidable  delays,  Port  staff  are  satisfied  with  the  project  costs 

and  reasonable  impacts  to  the  schedule,  and  staff  therefore  recommend  a  contract 
modification  to  retroactively  extend  the  contract  substantial  completion  date  by 
1 17  days  from  February  3,  2008,  to  May  30,  2008,  and  final  completion  date  by 
1 17  days  from  March  4,  2008  to  June  29,  2008;  and 

WHEREAS,    The  time  extension  does  not  impact  grant  funding  from  California  Department  of 
Boating  and  Waterways;  now  therefore  be  it, 

RESOLVED,  That  the  Port  Commission  hereby  authorizes  Port  staff  to  execute  a  contract 

modification  to  retroactively  extend  the  existing  contract  substantial  completion 
date  by  1 17  days  from  February  3,  2008  to  May  30,  2008;  and  the  final 
completion  date  by  1 17  days  from  March  4,  2008,  to  June  29.  2008. 

RESOLVED,  That  the  Port  Commission  hereby  authorizes  the  Executive  Director  to  accept  the 
work  once  it  is  complete. 

/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  San  Francisco  Port 
Commission  at  its  meeting  of  July  8,  2008. 


Secretary 
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MEMORANDUM 

July  2,  2008 

TO:  MEMBERS,  PORT  COMMISSION 

Hon.  Kimberly  Brandon,  President 
Hon.  Rodney  Fong  Vice  President 
Hon.  Ann  Lazarus 
Hon.  Michael  Hardeman 
Hon.  Stephanie  Shakofsky 

FROM:  Monique  A.  Moyer  /(^jv/^'v©^"^ 

Executive  Director"  v' 

SUBJECT:     Authorization  to  Issue  a  Request  for  Proposals  (RFP)  for  SWL  351  (The 
Embarcadero  at  Washington  Street) 

DIRECTOR'S  RECOMMENDATION:  Authorize  RFP  issuance  for  SWL  351. 

Seawall  Lot  351  ("SWL  351")  is  one  of  the  development  opportunities  in  San  Francisco  created 
by  removal  of  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  after  the  1 989  earthquake.  The  parcel  is  a  nearly 
triangular  site  with  a  358-foot  frontage  along  The  Embarcadero  Roadway  with  a  mere  26-foot 
frontage  on  Washington  Street.  (See  Exhibit  A,  Site  Map.)  On  May  27,  2008,  Staff  made  an 
informational  presentation  to  the  Port  Commission  regarding  the  potential  opportunity  of  a 
mixed-use  project  at  this  site,  including  presentation  of  draft  development  criteria. 

At  the  May  27,  2008  meeting,  policy  options  presented  to  the  Commission  included: 

1.  Development  Solicitation  (RFP)  to  choose  a  private  sector  partner  to  develop  the  site 
to  achieve  the  Port's  objectives. 

2.  Direct  negotiation/sole  source  agreement  with  San  Francisco  Waterfront  Partners',  a 
real  estate  developer  that  has  an  option  to  purchase  the  adjacent  Golden  Gateway  Swim 
and  Tennis  Club  site  from  the  Golden  Gateway  Center,  a  California  limited  partnership. 

3.  No  Action 

4.  Port  Project  to  continue  to  support  the  Ferry  Building  with  at  least  90  parking  spaces, 
the  Port  could  proceed  with  its  own  development  project  for  the  site  directly  rather  than 


A  portion  of  SWL  351  is  Assessors  Block  0201,  Lot  013.  The  remainder  is  part  of  Assessors  Block  9900. 

This  Item  Covers  Calendar  Item  No.  9A 


I 

'  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  - 

lEiERiiiiiiiiiiiii 


soliciting  for  a  private  sector  partner. 
5.    Open  Space  or  Park  Use  undertaken  by  the  City's  Recreation  and  Park  Department  or 
other  entity.  The  Port  could  transfer  ownership  in  exchange  for  the  land  value. 

Following  the  Staff  presentation  and  substantial  public  comment  on  options  for  SWL  351,  on 
May  27,  2008,  the  Port  Commission  directed  Staff  to  present  this  action  item.  Staff  is  seeking 
authorization  to  issue  an  RFP  on  the  terms  included  in  this  staff  report  based  on  the  policy 
rationale  presented  in  its  May  22,  2008  staff  report  and  May  27,  2008  presentation,  incorporated 
herein  by  reference. 

COMMUNITY  OUTREACH 

Through  May  2008,  most  of  the  community  input  received  regarding  the  possible  SWL  351 
development  opportunity  focused  on  the  question  of  whether  to  issue  an  RFP.  Given  direction  to 
proceed  toward  an  RFP,  Staff  sought  more  input  on  the  draft  objectives  for  the  RFP.  On  June  4, 
2008,  Port  Staff  updated  the  Northeast  Waterfront  Advisory  Group  (NEWAG),  whose 
jurisdiction  includes  the  Ferry  Building  area,  on  the  direction  from  the  May  27,  2008  Port 
Commission  meeting.  Some  members  of  NEWAG  and  the  community  reiterated  the  concerns 
about  issuing  an  RFP  summarized  in  the  May  27,  2008  staff  report;  others  support  the  RFP  and 
focused  the  conversation  on  the  nature  of  the  RFP  itself  and  the  evaluation  process. 

Concerns  were  raised  about  the  development  objectives,  in  particular  the  allowed  building 
heights,  view  corridors,  and  nature  of  the  development.  Following  the  June  4,  2008  meeting, 
staff  worked  with  NEWAG  members  to  refine  the  development  objectives.  Exhibit  B  shows 
proposed  changes  to  the  RFP  objectives  based  on  these  discussions  and  other  feedback  received. 
NEWAG  was  also  concerned  about  opportunities  for  public  review  of  project  design  during  the 
developer  selection  process  and  after  a  developer  is  selected. 

Additionally,  an  email  notice  was  sent  on  June  6,  2008  to  the  parties  interested  in  SWL  351 
asking  them  to  provide  comment  on  the  development  objectives  by  June  16,  2008.  The  San 
Francisco  Housing  Coalition,  Barbary  Coast  Neighborhood  Association,  Telegraph  Hill 
Dwellers,  and  Friends  of  Golden  Gateway  have  provided  comment  letters  on  the  proposed 
development  objectives.  Exhibit  C  includes  the  communications  received  by  the  Port  regarding 
the  possible  development  opportunity  at  SWL  351  since  the  last  staff  report. 

DESIGN  AND  DEVELOPMENT  OBJECTIVES 

The  design  and  development  criteria  for  SWL  351,  initially  published  on  May  16,  2008,  were 
modified  as  shown  in  the  revised  version  in  Exhibit  B.  The  modifications  made  were 
refinements  and  clarifications  of  the  objectives  to  address  concerns  raised  and  to  incorporate 
minimum  business  terms. 

Summary  of  Objectives 

The  proposed  design  and  development  objectives  for  SWL  351  draw  from  the  Waterfront  Land 
Use  Plan,  the  Waterfront  Design  and  Access  Element,  market  and  land  use  context,  and 
community  outreach  undertaken.  They  also  reflect  the  Port's  Parking  Agreement  with  the  Ferry 
Building  lessee.  Rather  than  the  Port  specifying  a  use  program  prior  to  issuing  an  RFP,  these 


criteria  provide  developers  with  broad  flexibility  to  craft  use  programs  based  on  market 
conditions  and  anticipate  the  Port  will  entertain  proposals  for  a  variety  of  uses  that  could  meet 
the  Port's  objectives  for  the  site. 

The  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan  identifies  the  following  acceptable  uses  for  SWL  351: 
residential,  assembly  and  entertainment,  general  office,  parking,  retail  (including  restaurants), 
recreational  enterprises,  visitor  services,  community  facilities,  and  open  space.  Although  open 
space  is  one  of  the  allowed  uses,  SWL  351  was  not  identified  as  part  of  the  Waterfront  Open 
Space  network.  Rather,  SWL  351  is  called  out  as  a  development  opportunity  site  -  open  space 
could  be  one  aspect  of  the  project.  Any  project  would  need  to  meet  or  exceed  Planning  Code 
requirements  for  publicly  accessible  open  space.  In  addition  to  uses  called  for  in  the  Waterfront 
Plan,  Staff  recommends  that  hotel  use  and  private  recreation  use  be  considered  in  response  to 
market  support  and  community  interest  in  these  uses.  The  site  is  currently  zoned  for  public  uses 
so  a  rezoning  would  likely  be  part  of  the  project  approvals. 

Key  points  of  the  Design  and  Development  Objectives  for  SWL  351  include: 

•  Land  Use  -  Uses  required  include  restaurant/retail  and  90  parking  spaces  to  meet  the 
Port's  contractual  obligations.  Encouraged  uses  are  hotel,  office,  residential,  and 
recreation. 

•  Public  Trust  Consistency  -  Office,  residential  and  private  recreation  uses  are  encouraged 
as  land  uses,  with  the  recognition  that  a  developer  proposing  these  uses  would  need  to 
propose  a  means  to  address  the  Public  Trust  restrictions. 

•  Height  -  The  design  objectives  are  intended  to  express  the  community's  strong  concerns 
about  view  corridors  and  neighborhood  context  without  requiring  a  specific  height  to 
avoid  overly  constraining  proposals. 

•  Reconnecting  the  City  with  the  Waterfront  -  The  objectives  provide  direction  on 
pedestrian  connections,  ground  floor  character,  and  the  relationship  to  The  Embarcadero, 
adjacent  land-side  open  spaces,  the  Ferry  Building,  and  pier  bulkhead  buildings. 

•  Minimum  Rent  -  $500,000  per  year  at  project  stabilization. 

•  "As-Is"  Lease  -  all  capital  and  operating  costs  to  be  borne  by  the  developer. 

Response  to  Community  Concerns 

Building  height  and  massing  is  the  most  common  concern  in  neighborhood  comments.  The  site 
is  currently  zoned  with  a  height  limit  of  84  feet  (84-E  Height  and  Bulk  District).  Rather  than 
specifying  a  specific  height  in  the  RFP,  the  objectives  call  for  a  building  to  fit  the  site  context. 
The  objectives  call  for  no  permanent  building  along  the  sewer  easement  in  the  former  Jackson 
Street  corridor;  in  addition  to  allowing  for  sewer  system  repairs  and  upgrades,  it  also  maintains 
the  view  corridor  down  Jackson  Street  to  the  waterfront. 

Staff  does  not  recommend  a  fixed  height  limit  be  included  in  the  RFP,  but  that  the  project  fit 
within  the  context  formed  by  the  buildings  that  neighbor  the  site.  Discussions  with  the 
neighborhood  representatives  and  comments  received  on  the  objectives  called  attention  to  the 
variety  of  heights  in  proximate  buildings.  For  example,  both  the  bulkhead  buildings  and  the 
Golden  Gateway  Commons  condominiums  have  multiple  roof  heights.  The  objectives  now 
identify  the  specific  buildings  that  provide  the  context  for  project  height: 

•  the  Piers  1  to  5  Bulkhead  buildings  (heights  range  from  40  to  55-feet), 
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•  the  William  Heath  Davis  Building  of  the  Golden  Gateway  Center  located  at  440  Davis 
Court  (220-feet),  and 

•  the  Golden  Gateway  condominiums  at  550  Davis  and  640  Davis  Street  (55  to  65-feet). 

In  addition,  the  perceived  potential  height  of  any  new  building  on  the  site,  including  mechanical 
systems,  and  the  appearance  of  the  rooftops  is  of  great  concern  to  the  neighbors.  Rather  than 
directing  how  these  design  issues  should  be  solved,  the  RFP  will  require  respondents  to  state  the 
height  of  all  rooftop  equipment  and  to  provide  a  conceptual  drawing  of  the  rooftop  view  as  seen 
from  neighboring  elevations. 

In  addition  to  revised  height  context  and  addressing  rooftop  equipment,  the  RFP  objectives  were 
also  modified  from  the  May  2008  draft  on  these  community  concerns: 

•  Relationship  to  the  neighboring  land-side  open  spaces 

•  Views  from  the  Ferry  Building  and  Pier  1  to  Coit  Tower 

•  Allowing  activity  that  does  not  require  a  permanent  structure  in  the  Jackson  Street  right- 
of-way 

•  Calling  for  parking  to  be  operated  in  a  manner  to  minimize  impact  on  the  neighborhood 
and  clarifying  that  subsurface  parking  is  not  required. 

SELECTION  PROCESS 

Port  staff  recommends  a  selection  process  consisting  of  the  following  steps: 

1 .  Request  for  Proposals  -  Staff  will  prepare  an  RFP  requiring  submittal  of  qualifications, 
development  proposal,  and  a  financial  proposal.  Respondents  would  be  required  to  tender 
an  earnest  money  deposit  of  $50,000  that  would  be  refundable  to  all  respondents  except 
the  one  with  whom  the  Port  enters  into  exclusive  negotiations. 

2.  Evaluation  of  Proposals  -  Proposals  will  be  screened  for  responsiveness  to  the  RFP. 
Responsive  proposals  from  qualified  developers  will  undergo  technical  evaluation. 
Respondents  may  be  required  to  make  a  presentation  either  at  a  Port  Commission 
meeting,  community  meeting,  or  both.  Public  comment  on  the  proposals  will  be  solicited. 

Following  the  technical  and  public  review.  Staff  would  recommend  a  developer  to  the 
Port  Commission.  The  Port  Commission  would  select  a  developer  and  direct  Staff  to 
enter  into  negotiations. 

3.  Exclusive  Right  to  Negotiate  -  Staff  will  negotiate  an  Exclusive  Negotiation  Agreement 
(ENA)  to  be  utilized  while  the  development  agreement  and  lease  are  being  negotiated, 
due  diligence  investigations  and  preliminary  design  work  are  being  done,  and 
environmental  review  of  the  project  is  being  conducted. 

4.  Approval  of  Transaction  -  Upon  completion  of  any  required  environmental  review  and 
finalization  of  negotiations  by  Port  Staff,  the  Port  Commission  would  consider  the 
development  agreement,  lease  and  related  documents.  The  lease  will  also  be  subject  to 
approval  by  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors. 
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SELECTION  CRITERIA 

The  proposed  development  criteria  for  SWL  351  are  intended  to  encourage  creative  proposals 
from  the  development  community  that  balance  the  constraints  of  the  site,  the  concerns  of  the 
community,  and  the  opportunity  of  a  waterfront  development.  Proposals  could  range  in  use, 
scale,  and  revenue  to  the  Port.  By  seeking  market-based  submittals,  the  Port  Commission  will  be 
choosing,  in  the  best  scenario,  from  options  presented  by  capable,  well-funded  developers  with 
the  resources  to  realize  both  economic  and  community  value  on  the  site. 

The  Port  intends  to  select  a  developer  to  enter  into  exclusive  negotiations  for  the  potential 
development  project  based  on  the  information  contained  in  the  responses  to  the  RPP,  an 
investigation  of  the  developer  team's  financial  capability,  past  projects  and  performance, 
interviews  with  the  developer  team,  if  the  Port  elects  to  hold  such  interviews,  public  input  and 
comment,  and  other  pertinent  factors. 

Evaluation  of  the  proposals  received  will  require  both  technical  real  estate  and  planning  analysis 
and  public  policy  analysis  on  trade-offs  between  building  scale,  visitor  parking,  and  revenue.  In 
particular,  the  following  criteria  are  identified  for  proposal  evaluation. 

Developer  Team  Experience,  Qualifications,  and  Financial  Capability  (30  Points) 

•  Experience  in  developing  projects  of  comparable  size,  land  use,  visibility  and  expense, 
especially  for  projects  located  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area. 

•  Experience  in  securing  entitlements  for  projects  of  comparable  size,  land  use  and 
visibility,  including  experience  in  organizing  successful  community  participation  and 
support,  especially  for  projects  located  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area. 

•  Experience  of  respondent's  team  members  and  key  personnel. 

•  The  respondent's  ability  to  finance  the  proposed  project. 

•  The  respondent's  overall  financial  track  record. 

Proposed  Development  Design  and  Program  (35  Points) 

•  Consistency  of  proposed  design  and  use  program  with  the  design  and  development 
objectives  shown  in  Exhibit  B. 

•  The  design  and  architectural  quality  and  constructability  of  the  proposed  design  concept 
for  this  site. 

•  The  reasonableness  and  feasibility  of  the  respondent's  proposed  development  concept  in 
achieving  the  Port's  objectives. 

•  The  probability  of  obtaining  approvals  for  the  proposed  design,  given  the  physical  and 
legal  constraints  on  development. 

Proposed  Financial  Terms  (35  Points) 

•  The  proposed  annual  rent  for  the  site,  which  shall  not  be  lower  than  the  specified 
minimum  rent. 

•  Additional  revenues  from  all  participation  structures  proposed. 


PROJECT  REVIEW  AND  APPROVAL  PROCESS 

The  selected  developer  would  be  responsible  for  securing  all  regulatory  approvals  for  the  project. 
While  the  Port  would  support  the  environmental  review  and  entitlements  process,  the 
responsibility  and  cost  of  obtaining  these  approvals  would  be  borne  by  the  developer.  Upon 
completion  of  necessary  environmental  review,  the  Port  Commission  could  approve  a 
development  agreement,  a  long-term  ground  lease  and  related  documents,  which  would  be 
subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  The  City  Planning  Commission  would  have 
to  approve  any  zoning  change  or  conditional  use  authorization.  If  a  revision  to  the  Public  Trust 
restrictions  on  the  site  is  proposed,  the  developer  would  need  to  secure  concurrence  from  the 
State  Lands  Commission. 

Issuance  of  the  RFP  does  not  commit  the  Port  Commission  to  approve  any  project.  The  Port 
cannot  enter  into  a  development  agreement  or  ground  lease  until  the  environmental  review 
process  is  completed  in  compliance  with  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA). 

PROJECTED  RFP  SCHEDULE 

To  properly  advertise  the  RFP  opportunity  and  to  allow  interested  parties  sufficient  time  to 
perform  reasonable  due  diligence  and  prepare  detailed  proposals,  Staff  proposes  the  following 
RFP  schedule: 

Port  Commission  authorization  to  issue  RFP  July  8,  2008 

Issue  RFP  July  2008 

Submittal  deadline  Estimated  as  October  15,  2008 

Evaluation  of  proposals  Fall  2008 

Presentation(s)  by  qualified  respondents  Fall  2008 

Port  Commission  approval  of  selected  respondent  Fall/Winter  2008 

Execution  of  ENA  and  lease  negotiations  2009 

Port  Commission  approval  2009 

Boardof  Supervisors' approval  2009 

This  schedule  is  an  estimate  and  may  vary  on  factors  beyond  Port's  Staffs  control.  Staff  will 
update  the  Port  Commission  on  the  response  to  the  RFP  and  schedule  for  evaluation  at  its 
October  14,  2008  Port  Commission  meeting. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Port  Staff  recommends  that  the  Port  Commission  authorize  and  direct  staff  to  issue  an  RFP  for 
the  lease  of  the  Seawall  Lot  351  and  the  development  of  a  Mixed  Use  Development  Project  on 
the  site,  which  incorporates  the  terms  indicated  above. 

Prepared  by:     Kathleen  Diohep,  Project  Manager 

For:  Byron  Rhett,  Deputy  Director,  Planning  &  Development 

Through:  Jonathan  Stem,  Assistant  Deputy  Director,  Waterfront 

Development 


PORT  COMMISSION 
CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

RESOLUTION  NO.  08-39 


WHEREAS.  Charter  Section  B3.581  empowers  the  Port  Commission  with  the  authority  and 
duty  to  use,  conduct,  operate,  maintain,  manage,  regulate  and  control  the  lands 
within  Port  jurisdiction;  and 

WHEREAS,    The  Port  owns  an  approximately  27,937  square  foot  parcel  at  Seawall  Lot  351 
(SWL  351),  located  at  Washington  and  The  Embarcadero,  which  currently 
provides  short-term  parking  towards  the  Port's  obligation  under  a  Parking 
Agreement  related  to  the  Ferry  Building  lease;  and 

WHEREAS,    The  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan  identifies  SWL  351  as  part  of  the  Ferry  Building 
Area  Mixed  Use  opportunity  site  in  the  Ferry  Building  Waterfront  Subarea  and 
provides  development  standards  to  guide  development  in  the  subarea;  and 

WHEREAS,    The  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan  for  SWL  351  allows  a  number  of  uses,  including 
uses  that  would  require  modification  of  the  public  trust  and  Burton  Act  trust 
restrictions  on  land  use;  and 

WHEREAS,    If  SWL  35 1  is  developed  as  a  mixed  use  project,  the  Parking  Agreement  requires 
replacement  of  Ferry  Building  visitor  parking  lost  due  to  the  development;  and 

WHEREAS,    City  policy  encourages  competitive  bidding  for  leasing  opportunities  unless 
impractical  or  infeasible;  and 

WHEREAS,     Staff  has  determined  that  publicly  soliciting  development  proposals  through  a 
request  for  proposals  ("RFP")  process  allowing  for  a  variety  of  uses  will  gamer 
the  best  market  response  and  provide  the  Port  with  the  best  opportunity  to  meet  its 
overall  goals  for  the  Ferry  Building  subarea  while  meeting  its  obligations  under 
the  Parking  Agreement;  and 

WHEREAS,    The  Port  Commission  held  informational  hearings  on  December  1 1,  2007, 
February  12,  2008,  and  May  27,  2008  on  this  opportunity.  Staff  conducted  a 
public  outreach  workshop  on  April  14,  2008,  and  the  Northeast  Waterfront 
Advisory  Group  has  discussed  policy  options  for  this  project  on  April  2,  2008  and 
provided  input  to  the  design  and  development  objectives  on  June  4,  2008;  and 

WHEREAS,    Issuance  of  an  RFP  does  not  commit  the  Port  to  proceeding  with  any 
development  project,  and  the  Port  cannot  approve  a  ground  lease  or 
development  agreement  for  the  project  until  after  environmental  review  has  been 
completed  in  compliance  with  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act 
(CEQA);  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  The  Port  Commission  has  reviewed  the  design  and  development  objectives  for 
SWL  351  and  the  selection  criteria  and  authorizes  staff  to  prepare  and  issue  the 


RPP  and  manage  the  developer  solicitation  process  consistent  with  the  design  and 
development  objectives  for  SWL  351  and  the  proposed  selection  criteria. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  San  Francisco  Port 
Commission  at  its  meeting  of  July  8,  2008. 


Secretary 
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Exhibit  B 

SEAWALL  LOT  351 
DESIGN  &  DEVELOPMENT  OBJECTIVES 


Clumi>es  since  the  draft  published  on  May  16,  2008  aiid  presented  to  the  Port  Commission  on 
May  27,  200H  are  indicated  with  strikethrou}>h  (deletions)  and  underlininf^  (additions). 


Below  are  four  categories  of  proposed  design  and  development  criteria  for  SWL  35 1 :  Design, 
Development  Program,  Land  Use,  and  Financial.  The  design  and  development  criteria  are 
structured  to  invite  innovative  development  and  design  ideas  and  proposals  to  best  use  this 
extraordinarily  well  located,  though  odd  shaped  site.  The  criteria  seek  multiple  public  benefits 
that  may  compete  economically  and/or  for  space  on  SWL  351.  In  San  Francisco,  successful 
development  projects  possess  a  character  and  design  that  attract  and  build  community  support, 
and  for  which  the  balance  between  revenue  and  development  feasibility  and  public  benefits  is 
well  crafted  to  the  specific  site,  neighborhood  and  market  opportunity. 

The  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan  (WLUP)  and  Waterfront  Design  and  Access  Element  (WDAE) 
provide  direction  for  development  of  SWL  35 1.  Some  of  these  objectives  draw  directly  from 
those  documents  as  indicated  below.  A  few  of  the  WLUP  and  WDAE  objectives  are  refined  in 
these  RFP  objectives  with  more  specific  language.  Any  project  approved  will  need  to  comply 
with  the  WLUP  and  WDAE  at  the  time  of  approval. 


Design  Objectives 

The  Port  is  seeking  a  project  of  first  class  design  and  architectural  quality  for  this  site.  The 
following  design  objectives  are  intended  to  spur  creativity  from  responding  developers. 
Following  receipt  of  proposals,  additional  design  review  through  public  hearings  and  a  range  of 
regulatory  review  bodies  will  be  required. 

Overall  Character 


• 


The  design  of  new  development  should  respect  the  character  of  the  Ferry  Building,  The 
Embarcadero  Roadway,  the  mid-Embarcadero  open  space  improvements  (Harry  Bridges 
Plaza  and  Sue  Bierman  Park),  and  the  Golden  Gateway  project.  (WLUP) 

Construct  new  development  which  complements  the  rich  architectural  character  of  the 
Embarcadero  National  Register  Historic  District  and  ^^complementary  to  the  architectural 
features  of  the  pier  bulkhead  buildings. 

Reinforce  the  large  scale  (grand  boulevard)  of  The  Embarcadero  by  using  bold  forms,  deep 
recessed  building  openings,  and  strong  detailing  on  building  facades  facing  The 
Embarcadero.  (WDAE) 

Consider  emphasis  on  the  corner  of  Washington  and  The  Embarcadero  in  a^nicmnenh^m 
strengthens  or  enhances  the  Mid-Embarcadero  open  spaces  and  pedestrian  experience. 
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Height  and  Massing 

•  To  define  the  north  edge  of  adjacent  open  space,  new  development  should  acknowledge  the 
massing  and  street  enclosure  relationship  with  the  bulkhead  buildings  across  The 
Embarcadero  (e.g..  bold  forms  of  similar  height,  constructed  to  The  Embarcadero  edge). 
(WDAE) 

•  Maintain  and  enhance  the  view  corridors  along  the  Embarcadero  and  down  Washington 
Street.  Recognize  the  visual  connection  from  the  Ferry  Building  and  Pier  1  to  Coit  Tower  in 
a  mannenhut^preserves  the  iconic  vista  and  acknowledges  the  landmark  status  of  these  sites. 


• 


• 


• 


Reopen  Preserve  open  views  and  pedestrian  access  across  SWL  351  through  landscaped 
improvements  or  waterfront  serving  activity  that  does  not  require  a  permanent  structure  (e.g.. 
outdoor  cafe,  flower  market,  bike  shop)  along  the  sewer  easement  within  the  SWL  351 
portion  of  the  closed  Jackson  Street  right-of-way. 

Propose  a  building  height  and  massing  that  fits  within  the  neighborhood  context  formed  by 
the  William  Heath  Davis  Building  of  the  Golden  Gateway  Center  Apartments  (220  feet),  the 
Golden  Gateway  Commons  condominiums  and  the  heights  of  the  historic  Piers  1  through 
Pier  5  bulkhead  buildings  (55  feet  at  the  top  of  the  arches  and  38  to  40  feet  to  the  cornice  of 
the  bulkhead  buildings).  The  perceived  height  of  the  building  (including  roof  top  fixtures) 
will  be  evaluated  in  considering  neighborhood  context. 

Proposed  design  should  consider  the  appearance  of  all  rooftop  equipment  as  seen  from  the 
street  and  the  elevation  of  neighboring  buildings  and  hills.  Consider  active  roofs,  with  careful 
placement  of  elevator  towers  that  provide  access  to  the  roof. 

Reconnect  the  City  with  the  Waterfront 

•  Primaiy  uses  and  pedestrian  entrances  should  face  The  Embarcadero,  and  incorporate 
lighting  and  other  amenities  to  create  enlivened  street  activity.  (WDAE) 

•  Avoid  blank  ground  floor  walls  along  The  Embarcadero  and  Washington  Street  by  providing 
views  into  the  ground  floor  of  buildings.  (WDAE) 

•  Avoid  service  and  parking  access  from  The  Embarcadero.  (WDAE) 

•  Design  and  locate  parking  facilities  to  minimize  their  aesthetic  presence  and  impact  on  the 
surrounding  area.  Subsurface  parking  is  not  required. 

Meet  Standards 

•  Utilize  best  efforts  to  meet  or  exceed  the  City's  Green  Building  Standards  and  best 
sustainability  practices. 

•  Comply  with  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board  performance  criteria  and  Port's  Storm 
Water  Management  Plan  for  the  reduction  of  stormwater  pollution  impacts  associated  with 
newly  constructed  facilities. 

•  Reflecting  the  Port's  commitment  to  encouraging  diversity  in  design  and  construction 
contracting,  the  selected  developer  would  be  expected  to  work  with  the  Port  to  establish  local 
and  small  business  utilization  goals  for  subcontractor  participation  in  design  and  construction 
of  the  project. 
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Development  Program  Objectives 

•  Promote  public  enjoyment  of  and  access  to  the  waterfront  by  providing  a  destination  that 
welcomes  diverse  users,  including  workers,  San  Francisco  residents,  and  visitors  to  the 
waterfront  and  the  udjacent^publjcjjjjgtj^s  including  Sue  Bierman  Park  and  Justin 
Herman  ^laza. 

•  Encoiiriige  pedestrian  flow  from  the  Ferry  Building.  Pier  1.  Sue  Bierman  Park  to  the  site  and 
to  the^'eater  waterfront  through  project  design,  onsite  public  open  spaces,  location  of 
parking,  and  appropriate  uses. 

•  Activate  and  revitalize  the  waterfront  edge  during  the  evenings  and  weekends  to  complement 
the  weekday  office  uses  in  the  adjacent  downtown  buildings. 

•  Create  an  enlivened  pedestrian  experience  along  The  Embarcadero  and  Washington  Street  by 
considering  multiple  uses  and  storefronts  on  the  ground  floor  and  well  located  public  open 
space  on  the  site. 

•  Reconnect  the  downtown  and  land  side  neighborhoods  with  the  waterfront  and  make  the  area 
inviting  to  workers  and  local  residents  as  well  as  visitors. 

•  Provide  a  development  program  which  includes  no  fewer  than  90  parking  spaces  for  visitors 
to  the  Ferry  Building  waterfront  area.  Operate  parking  in  a  manner  to  optimize  utilization  and 
minimize  impact  on  traffic  and  the  neighborhood. 

•  Realize  Port  revenue  to  support  the  Port's  public  trust  responsibilities,  which  include 
maintaining  maritime  industries,  creating  public-oriented  activities  and  open  space  waterfront 
improvements,  preserving  historic  maritime  resources,  and  maintaining  Port  facilities. 

Land  Uses  Objectives 

Development  at  SWL  35 1  could  take  form  under  a  variety  of  mixed  use  concepts.  Based  on 
policies  in  the  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan,  comments  received  in  public  meetings,  and  assessing 
current  land  use  needs  of  the  Ferry  Building  area,  the  Port  has  developed  the  following  land  use 
categories  to  guide  development  proposals  for  an  RFP.  Not  all  uses  are  currently  allowed  under 
the  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan,  and  thus  would  require  an  amendment  to  the  Plan.  Some  uses 
would  require  legislative  or  other  actions  to  respond  to  the  Port's  public  trust  restrictions. 

Required  Uses: 

Ground  level  retail  and/or  restaurants  fronting  along  The  Embarcadero 
Visitor  parking  of  at  least  90  spaces 

Encouraged  Uses  that  are  Public  Trust  Consistent: 


Restaurants/eating  and  drinking  establishments 

Maritime  office  &  support  Services 

Hotel 

Ancillary  Open  Space 

Encouraged  Uses  which  require  a  Modification  to  the  Public  Trust  Restrictions 
General  office 

Residential  uses  including  congregate  housing  for  seniors 
Non-water  dependent  recreation 
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Permitted  Uses: 


Upper  level  retail 
Upper  level  restaurants 
Community  facilities 
Assembly  &  entertainment 


Museums 

Academic  institutions 
Artists/designers 
Recreational  enterprises 


Financial  Objectives 

•  Consistent  with  the  project  objectives,  maximize  the  Port's  revenue  from  the  site  over  the 
lease  term  to  help  the  Port  meet  its  public  trust  objectives  of  supporting  maritime  industries, 
providing  public-oriented  activities,  environmental  and  open  space  improvements  on  the 
waterfront,  and  maintaining  Port  facilities.  The  developer  must: 

(a)  Guarantee  an  annual  minimum  rent  of  $500.000  per  year  after  project  stabilization  a 
fair  market  monthly  base  rent,  taking  into  consideration  the  public  benefits  being 
provided  as  part  of  the  project. 

(b)  Pay  percentage  rent  (or  other  type  of  participation  rent)  to  the  Port  calculated  on  the 
gross  receipts  of  the  project. 

(c)  Pay  rent  to  the  Port  during  the  project's  construction  and  bond  the  completion  of  the 
project. 

(d)  Provide  provisions  for  periodic  increases  to  base  rent  including  cost  of  living 
increases  and  adjustments  to  fair  market  value. 

(e)  Pay  the  Port  a  share  of  the  net  proceeds  that  the  developer  receives  from  the  sale, 
refinancing  or  transfer  of  the  leasehold. 

All  rent  must  be  net  to  the  Port,  with  the  developer  being  responsible  for  all  operating 
expenses  for  the  project  and  the  site,  including  the  public  access  areas. 

•  By  entering  into  an  unsubordinated  ground  lease  on  an  "as-is"  basis",  the  developer  will  be 
required  to  make  substantial  capital  investment  in  the  project,  including  meeting  all 
regulatory,  building  codes,  and  hazardous  materials  abatement  requirements.  The  Port  will 
not  contribute  to  the  costs  of  public  parking  in  the  project  or  extraordinary  site  conditions 
through  rent  credits  or  any  other  mechanism. 

•  The  developer  will  be  required  to  assume  all  the  financial  risks  of  the  development, 
entitlement,  construction,  maintenance/repairs,  and  operation  of  the  project. 

•  The  developer  must  have  extensive  experience  in  the  financing,  development  and  operation 
of  the  proposed  uses  and  demonstrate  the  capability  to  construct,  operate,  and  maintain  the 
necessary  building  improvements. 
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Exhibit  C 

Public  Comment  on  Seawall  Lot  351  Development  Opportunity 


Letters  on  Development  Objectives 

•  From  William  H.  Saoro,  June  7,  2008 

•  From  Tim  Colen,  SF  Housing  Action  Coalition,  June  11,  2008 

•  From  Bill  Sauro,  Barbary  Coast  Neighborhood  Association,  June  24, 2008 

•  From  Lee  Radner,  Friends  of  Golden  Gateway,  June  24,  2008 

•  Vedica  Puri,  Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers,  June  25,  2008 

Other  Correspondence 

•  From  Frank  Rollo,  Treadwell  &  Rollo,  regarding  Block  351 

•  From  Jim  Wunderman,  Bay  Area  Council,  regarding  SWL  351 

Public  Comment  from  Website  from  May  28  to  June ,  2008 


William  H.  Sauro 

5  JO  Davis  Street  ■  Apt  2  j  •  San  Francisco,  CA  941  i  i 

Tel:  (41  j)  226-0400 

Email:  wm@sauro.com 


Saturday,  June  07, 2008 


Kathleen  Diohep,  Project  Manager 

Port  of  San  Francisco 

Pier  1 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 

Dear  Ms.  Diohep: 

I  believe  that  the  Draft  Design  &  Development  Objectives  for  Seawall  Lot  351  should  be 
amended  as  follows: 

Design  Objectives 

EXISTING: 

Propose  a  building  height  and  massing  that  fits  within  the  neighborhood  context 
formed  by  the  Golden  Gateway  Apartments  (220  feet)  and  the  heights  of  the  historic 
Piers  1  through  Pier  5  bulkhead  buildings  (55  feet  at  the  top  of  the  arches  and  38  to  40 
feet  to  the  cornice  of  the  bulkhead  buildings). 

RECOMMENDED: 

Propose  a  building  height  and  massing  that  fits  within  the  neighborhood  context 
formed  by  the  Golden  Gateway  Apartments  (220  feet),  Golden  Gateway  Condominiums, 
(56  feet)  and  the  heights  of  the  historic  Piers  1  through  Pier  5  bulkhead  buildings  (55  feet 
at  the  top  of  the  arches  and  38  to  40  feet  to  the  cornice  of  the  bulkhead  buildings).  The 
structure  should  also  be  set  back  from  the  sidewalk  property  line  of  SW  Lot  351  to 
prevent  loss  of  views  of  Colt  Tower  and  other  landmarks  from  the  Embarcadero,  or 
design  with  lower  heights  at  the  sidewalk,  and  higher  highest  at  the  back  of  the  lot. 

The  rationale  is  quite  obvious.  A  large  number  of  residents  of  the  Golden  Gateway  Condos  will 
be  losing  their  views  as  a  result  of  your  proposed  development  of  Seawall  Lot  351.  I  am  not 
anti-development,  but  I  believe  you  should  take  into  consideration  the  sacrifices  we  will  be 
making  if  an  84  foot  monolith  of  a  building  is  constructed  right  on  the  sidewalk  of  the 
Embarcadero.  It  really  needs  to  be  a  stepped  back  building  with  ample  setback,  and  limited  to  40 
feet  like  all  the  other  Seawall  Lots  are  zoned  North  of  the  Ferry  Building. 


Respectfully  submitted. 


/A^ 


William  H.  Sauro 


995  Market  Slrnei 

Suilc  152.'i 

San  Francisco,  CA  9A 1 0'J. 

415  541  9001  tel 

415  431  2468  la;^ 

in(o@sfhac.org 

Son    Froncisco  wwv/. sfhoc.org 

HOUSING 
COALITION 

June  11,  20o8 

Ms.  Kimberly  K  Brandon,  President 
San  Francisco  Port  Commission 
Port  of  San  Francisco 
Pier  1,  The  Embarcadero 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Ref;    RPP  for  Sea  Wall  Lot  ;^e;i 

Dear  Ms.  Brandon: 

Onbehalf  of  the  75  member  organizations  of  the  San  Francisco  Housing  Action 
Coalition  (SFHAC),  I  am  pleased  to  submit  the  following  comments  on  the  proposed 
request  for  proposals  (RRP)  for  Sea  Wall  Lot  351.  As  you  may  know,  the  SFHAC 
conducts  grass-roots  advocacy  to  support  smart  growth,  transit-oriented-development 
and,  especially,  increased  solutions  to  the  City's  housing  affordability  crisis. 

The  SFHAC  urges  the  Port  Commission  to  consider  the  following  general  comments  in 
drafting  the  RFP. 

1.  The  first  and  most  important  point  is  that  it  is  no  longer  defensible  or  acceptable 
that  this  important  land  remains  a  surface  parldng  lot  bordered  by  cyclone  fence. 
It  is  essential  that  the  Port  put  this  land  to  its  best  and  highest  use.  It  is  no  longer 
possible  to  defer  this  decision  to  protect  a  few  local  interests  to  the  detriment  of 
the  larger  interests  of  the  Port  and  the  City. 

2.  It  is  crucial  that  the  Port  begin  to  realize  an  economic  benefit  from  this  land  if  it 
is  to  address  the  crushing  backlog  of  deferred  maintenance  and  historic 
preservation  of  its  facilities.  This  is  the  Port's  responsibility  to  the  entire  City  of 
San  Francisco.  Some  folks  have  suggested  to  the  Port  that  Lot  351  be  made  into  a 
park  or  greenway.  This  appears  to  be  another  demand  on  the  Port's  scarce  funds 
and  would  not  be  responsible  use  given  your  mandate  to  rehabilitate  crumbling 
piers  and  seismically  upgrade  your  aging  facilities. 

3.  Some  others  have  suggested  that  another  master  plan  be  conducted  before 
embarking  on  the  RFP.  Since  a  very  good  master  plan  has  already  been  prepared 
for  the  northeast  waterfront  {"Waterfront  Land  UsePlan'^  and  since  it  obtained 
extensive  community  input  and  review,  tliis  appears  at  best  unnecessaiy  and  at 
worst  may  simply  be  an  indirect  attempt  at  preventing  any  changes  for  Lot  351 
for  many  years. 


The  San  Francisco  Housing  Action  Coalition  advocalei  for  the  creation  of  well-designed,  well-located  housing, 
at  Ail  levels  of  aHordahUilv  m  m»«»  lU^  no«w-  -<  e—  c ' 


Ms.  Kimberly  Brandon 

June  11,  2008 
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4.  The  proposed  uses  of  this  site  should  contribute  to  good  urban  design  principles, 
revitalize  the  Embarcadero  and  reconnect  the  waterfront  to  its  adjacent 
neighborhoods. 

On  the  question  of  appropriate  heights  for  proposed  uses  on  Lot  351,  we  offer  the 
following  observations: 

1.  Given  the  heights  of  the  surrounding  buildings,  84  feet  is  entirely  appropriate. 
For  instance,  84  feet  is  less  that  one-sixth  the  height  of  the  adjacent 
Embarcadero  Center  -  it  scarcely  registers.  It  is  also  about  one-third  the  height 
of  the  adjacent  Golden  Gateway  residential  building.  The  surrounding  buildings 
would  entirely  dwarf  a  building  of  84  feet. 

2.  Some  folks  have  stated  that  any  height  for  Lot  351  should  not  exceed  40  feet. 
Tliis  would  result  in  either  a  three-story  mixed-use  or  a  four-stoiy  residential 
building.  Since  it  is  improbable  that  either  would  be  financially  viable,  this,  too, 
may  be  an  indirect  attempt  at  preventing  any  change  from  occurring  at  all. 

3.  Other  folks  have  asked  that  the  proposed  heights  at  this  location  be  examined  in 
the  context  of  the  former  Embarcadero  Freeway  and  should  not  exceed  it.  It  is 
incomprehensible  to  SFHAC  why  a  roadway  designed  in  the  1950s  should  serve 
as  the  context  for  building  what  is  appropriate  today. 

4.  The  proposed  height  at  this  location  should  exceed  the  height  of  the  Port's 
bulkhead  buildings  across  the  Embarcadero.  No  design  purpose  is  served  by 
making  it  lower. 

5.  Finally,  if  we  are  to  confront  global  warming,  the  defining  challenge  of  our  time, 
it  is  imperative  that  we  increase  the  density  of  housing  and  jobs  along  transit 
corridors  and  at  transit  nodes.  With  the  nearby  Muni,  BART  and  ferry  lines,  this 
is  a  transit-rich  location  and  could  easily  support  a  much  more  intensive  use  than 
currently  exists.  The  RFP  should  reflect  this. 

We  believe  that  it  is  possible  to  call  for  uses  in  the  RFP  that  will  enhance,  beautify,  and 
revive  this  part  of  the  Embarcadero  and  look  forward  to  working  with  the  Port  to  make 
it  happen. 


Sincerely, 


-lij 


Tim  Cdi^n 
Executive  Director 


Cc:      Board  of  Supervisors  President  Aaron  Peskin 
SF  Port  Executive  Director  Monique  Moyer 


Barbary  Coast 

Neighborhood 

Association 

640Dc-'visSt/Unit28 
San  Francisco,  CA  94 1 1  I 

E-wAii  W'Tii.st'^uro.ccm 

\vvAV-!3:"'Ci:!ryneiCj^ibor^Aj\j 

BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS 
Officers 

President 

Bill  Sauro 
Resident,  The  Commons 

I  ST  Vice  President 

Joseph  wyman 
Homblower  Yachts 

2nd  Vice  President 

Lee  Radner 
Resident.  GG  Aoartments 

Treasurer 

Carol  Holland  Parlette 
Resident,  The  Commons 

Secretary 

Bill  Benkavitch 
Resident,  GG  Apartments 

IMWEDIATE  Past  President 
Frederick  Allardyce 

Board  Members 

Morton  Beebe 

Jonathan  Middiebrook 

Feiix  Rodriguez 

Diana  Taylor 

Linda  Schwartz 


June  24,  2008 


Ms.  Kathleen  Diohep 

Port  Development  Project  Manager 

Port  of  San  Francisco 

Pier  1 ,  The  Embarcadero 

San  Francisco  CA  941 1 1 


Via  Email  and  USPS 


Re:  Proposed  Draft  Design  &  Development  Objectives  for  SWL  351 

The  neighborhoods  adjacent  to  the  waterfront  have  a  long  history  of  supporting  responsible 
development  along  the  waterfront.  For  example,  local  residents  and  organizations  worked 
collaboratively  and  successfully  with  developers  on  both  City  (Broadway  Family  Housing)  and 
Port  (Piers  1-1/2  to  5)  projects. 

The  Barbary  Coast  Neighborhood  Association,  representing  people  living  and  working  in  the 
NE  Waterfront,  is  concerned  with  the  appropriate  development  of  the  Northern  Waterfront  as 
well  as  the  economic  viability  of  the  Port. 

With  these  overarching  goals  in  mind,  we  have  reviewed  the  Draft  Design  and  Development 
Objectives  for  Seawall  Lot  351  (Exhibit  B,  May  16,  2008  Report  to  Port  Commission)  and  have 
both  questions  and  concerns.  We  are  responding  to  a  few  but  not  all  of  the  proposed  objectives: 

A.  Design  Objectives: 

1.  Height  assumptions  are  based  on  anachronistic  zoning. 

a.  The  height  objective  must  be  considered  within  the  historical  context  of  the 
waterfront  height  limits  first  established  in  1962  and  codified  in  City  and 
Planning  Code  regulations. 

b.  First  in  1961  and  later  in  1983,  blocks  along  the  Northern  Waterfront  were 
zoned  to  40  feet  except  for  land  under  the  freeway  which  was  zoned  to  84  feet  in 
1960  to  accommodate  the  freeway  height.  In  July  1961,  the  SF  Planning 
Commission  established  a  special  height  district  for  the  Northern  Waterfront 
with  a  40-foot  maximum  height.  In  May  1962,  the  SF  Board  of  Supervisors 
unanimously  passed  an  ordinance  that  established  a  40'  height  limit  for  a  90 
block  area  along  the  Embarcadero.  There  were  blocks  not  included  in  this 
designation — ^because  they  were  covered  by  the  Embarcadero  Freeway.  There 
was  city- wide  support  for  this  1962  ordinance — 25  city  wide  organizations 
including  the  SF  Chamber  of  Commerce,  SPUR,  the  Planning  Director  and 
Conraiission,  and  the  American  Institute  of  Architects. 

c.  In  1997,  after  six  years  of  extensive  community  input,  the  Waterfront  Land 
Use  Plan  was  approved  by  the  Port  with  a  stated  "goal  of  maintaining  low- 
buildings  along  the  waterfront."  The  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan  Sect.  17.2 
requires  height  limits  of  40  feet  along  the  Embarcadero,  in  order  to  ensure 
compatibility  with  historic  character  of  the  NE  Waterfront  in  terms  of  scale  and 
design.  Furthermore,  the  SF  General  Plan  Policy  20. 1  was  amended  to  require 
new  development  to  "maintain  low  structures  near  the  water,  with  an  increase  in 
vertical  development  towards  Telegraph  Hill." 
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2.  Building  heights  of  adjacent  buildings  on  Port  maps  do  not  reflect  comparable 
metrics. 

a.  We  recommend  the  correction  of  height  discrepancies  in  the  Port's  map  of  the 
site  and  surrounding  buildings.  In  Bullet  9  of  the  Draft  Design  Objectives,  the 
neighborhood  includes  the  Golden  Gateway  Commons  which  is  not  referenced 
in  this  section.  Heights  for  the  Golden  Gateway  Commons  I  (GGI)  are  not 
included  and  heights  shown  in  an  earlier  powerpoint  presentation  are  not 
accurate.  For  example,  a  height  of  65  feet  is  attributed  to  GGI  when,  in  fact,  this 
height  is  the  tallest  point  of  the  parapet  in  Golden  Gateway  Commons  n  (GGII) 
at  the  comer  of  Broadway  and  the  Embarcadero.  GGII  is  higher  than  GGI.  For 
example,  the  heights  described  for  Golden  Gateway  Commons  Building  1  are 
incorrect. 

b.  We  recommend  the  clear  definition  of  the  measurement  metric  used  to 
describe  the  building  heights.  Is  the  measurement  used  by  the  Planning 
Department  applied  here  (e.g.,  height  measiu-ed  to  the  ceiling  slab)?  And  what 
are  the  allowable  height  additions  for  rooftop  mechanicals?  For  example,  a  40' 
high  building  at  the  ceiling  slab  plus  allowable  roof  mechanicals  will  equal  56' 
under  Planning  Code;  56  feet  is  the  approximate  peak  of  the  Pier-side  bulkhead 
buildings. 

3.  We  reject  the  notion  of  an  84'  high  bmlding  that  "bookends"  the  south  side  of 
Ferry  Park. 

a.  Although  we  support  the  objective  that  "building  height  and  massing  that  fits 
within  the  neighborhood  context"  (bullet  9,  Draft  Design  Objectives),  the  design 
objectives  should  also  include  the  placement  of  buildings.  For  example,  existing 
tall  buildings  are  set  back  from  the  Embarcadero  and  all  buildings  along  the 
Embarcadero  from  Ferry  Park  north  are  all  built  at  an  angle  to  the  Embarcadero. 

b.  An  equally  good  argument  can  be  made  for  opening  up  the  comers  of 
Washington  St.  and  the  Embarcadero  with  open  comers  on  the  Ferry  Park  side 
and  the  Washington  St.  side.  These  two  comer  set-backs  would  complement 
Ferry  Park  and  open  up  the  entrance  to  the  northeast  waterfront. 

4.  We  question  the  ability  of  the  Port  to  "reopen  views  and  pedestrian  access  across 
SWL  351  through  landscaped  improvements  along  the  sewer  easement  with  the 
closed  Jackson  St.  right  of  way." 

a.  If  SWL  35 1  is  developed  independently  then  this  easement  will  dead-end  at 
the  Golden  Gateway  Swim  and  Tennis  Club. 

b.  We  suggest  that  any  design  of  the  sewer  easement  corridor  (within  the 
confines  of  SWL  351)  consider  destination  activity  (e.g.,  cafe,  flower  market, 
bike  shop)  beyond  landscape  improvements. 

5.  Rooftop  mechanical  minimization  is  critical  and  not  addressed  in  the  design 
objectives. 

6.  Avoid  building  a  wall  along  the  Embarcadero  edge. 

a.  Bullet  4  of  the  Draft  Design  Objectives  ("e.g.  bold  forms  of  similar  height, 
constructed  to  the  Embarcadero  edge.")  seem  to  conflict  with  Bullet  6  ("Avoid 
blank  ground  floor  walls  along  The  Embarcadero  by  providing  views  into  the 
ground  floor  of  buildings.") 
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b.  We  recommend  strongly  that  any  design  will  not  create  an  eye-level  wall 
along  the  Embarcadero. 

7.  Seawall  Lot  351  should  be  considered  part  of  the  NE  Waterfront. 

a.  Seawall  lots  were  not  adequately  addressed  by  the  1997  Waterfront  Land  Use 
Plan;  significant  residential  development  and  office-to-condo  development  has 
occurred  since  1997. 

b.  We  recommend  that  any  development  objective  balance  use  and  design  that 
considers  a  revitalized  residential  neighborhood  within  the  NE  waterfront. 

B.  Development  Objectives: 

1.  An  84'  building  seems  inconsistent  with  the  objective  of  "reconnecting  the  downtown 
and  the  land  side  neighborhoods  with  the  waterfront  and  make  the  area  inviting  to 
workers  and  local  residents. . ."  We  recommend  a  reversal  of  the  trend  that  focuses  only 
on  the  Pier  side  of  the  Embarcadero  and  attempts  to  match  the  bulkhead  heights.  Instead, 
the  development  should  consider  an  open,  stepped  design  that  incorporates  the  needs  of 
residents  and  workers. 

2.  Question  whether  the  90  spaces  of  parking  must  be  on  the  SWL  351  site  or  within  a 
reasonable  proximity.  The  problem  of  parking  may  not  be  access  to  local  parking 
facilities,  but  under  utilization  due  to  a  lack  of  (or  clarity  of)  signs  and  directions  to 
Maritime  Plaza  and  the  Embarcadero  Center  parking  lots.  Consider  other  parking  issues 
such  as  directional  signage  and  shuttles  to  proximal  parking  lots. 

C.  Other  Related  Issues: 

1 .  Citizen  input  is  critical  across  the  continuum  of  the  RFP,  post-development  selection 
and  final  design  review. 

2.  Design  and  development  considerations  beyond  the  one  seawall  lot.  Balance  financial 
gains  with  good  waterfront  land  use,  design  and  public  utilization. 

In  conclusion,  although  a  majority  of  our  constituents  would  prefer  open  space  or  a  park  on 
SWL  351,  since  the  Port  is  moving  forward  on  a  RFP,  we  hope  that  the  above  concerns  will  be 
addressed  in  your  final  document. 


Respectfully, 


1 


Bill  Sauro 

President 

Barbary  Coast  Neighborhood  Association 
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June  24,  2008 


Lee  Radner 

Chainnan 


Port  Commissioners 
Port  of  San  Francisco 
Pier  1  -  The  Embarcadero 
San  Francisco,  CA;  94111 

Re:  Proposed  Draft  Design  &  Development  Objectives  for  SWL  361 


Jim  Eggert 

Treasurer 


We  wisii  to  voice  our  support  for  the  June  24, 2008,  letter  sent  to  the  Port 
Commissioners  concerning  the  above  subject  The  contents  of  this  letter 
are  to  be  taken  seriously  and  how  the  proposed  Request  for  Plans  (RFP)  will 
impact  the  entire  Northeast  Embarcadero  corridor. 


Nan  McGuire    |f  we  were  to  add  one  additional  concern  it  would  be  that  your  proposal  does  not 
Fund  Raising      seem  to  take  in  the  seriousness  of  the  negative  environmental  impact  that 
would  affect  the  immediate  neighborhood.  Neither  the  immediacy  of  global 
warming  or  climate  change  seems  to  be  taken  into  consideration. 
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Whatever  the  Port  finally  decides  If  it  is  of  major  development  must  take  into 
consideration  what  lies  underneath  this  landfill  property:  Sunken  ships  covered 
with  creosote;  fill  used  from  as  far  back  as  the  1906  earthquake,  and  very  toxic; 
water  from  the  Bay  that  surges  at  high  tide  back  to  the  original  docks  at 
Montgomery  Street 

It  also  cannot  be  denied  that  whatever  construction  takes  place  will  have  an 
impact  on  the  adjacent  open  recreational  space  that  serves  the  community,  and 
must  t>e  taken  into  consideration  when  making  your  decision. 

We  also  agree  with  BCNA  that  open  space  and  a  park  connecting  all  the  Port 
parcels  along  the  northeast  corridor  to  be  connected  with  walkways,  bikeways 
benches  and  some  youth  activities  would  be  preferable. 


Lee  Radner 

Chair,  Friends  of  Golden  Gateway 

(FOGG) 

405  Davis  Ct  703 

lee  radner(g)sbcq  lobal.net 
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June  25, 2008 

President  Kimberly  Brandon 
San  pfancisco  Port  Cortimission 
The  Port  of  San  Francisco 
Pier  1 ,  The  Embarcadero 
San  Francisco,  CA 

Dear  President  Brandon  &  Port  Commissioners: 

I  write  this  letter  on  behalf  of  the  Telegraph  Hill.  Dwellers  vwth  respect  to  tiie  Port's  plan 
to  issue  a  Request  for  Proposal  ("RFP")  to  develop  Seawall  Lot  ("SWL")  35 1.  The  Telegraph 
Hill  Dwellers  ("THD"),  established  In  1954,  represents  over  700  residents  from  the  northeast 
waterfront.  Telegraph  Hill  and  North  Beach  neighborhoods.  The  THD^  one  of  San  Francisco's 
oldest  community  organizations,  has  been  activelyinvolved  with  land  use  is$ues  affecting  the 
northeast  waterfront  for  over  four  decades.. 

As  a  community.,  we  are  dismayed  by  the  overall  failure  to  recognize  the  role  that 
ii^dequate  planning,  poorly  defined  (or  loosely  structured)  RFPs  and  politically  driven  motives 
have  played  in  the  lack  of  success  with  Port  development.  The  cost  to  the  Port  in  wasted  staff 
resources  and  lost  opportunities  Is^incalculable.  The  Ivtnited  responses  to  RFPs  indicates  that 
successful  developers  recognize  the  exceptional  risk$  and  costs  associated  with  such  an  uncertain 
outcome. 

While  we  do  not  hold  oUt  much  hope  for  change  in  management  of  the  plahiiing  and 
development  process,  cm  sincere  concern  for  the  future  of  the  waterfront,  eind  the  northeast 
waterfront  in  particular,  leadis  lis  to  join  our  neighbors  in  continuing  to  advocate  for  a  planning 
process  that  better  reflects  Ijoth  the  community's  and  the  Port's  needs,  and  that  might  lead  to  a 
waterfront  that  we  can  all  share  in  and  enjoy  with  pride. 

We  urge  the  Port  to  address  the  following  issues  before  taking  any  further  action  in 
regard  to  SWL  351.  •.; .  ; 

Oiiestidns  To  Be  Answered  Before  Development  of  SWL  351 

it*s  Time:  Update  the  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan. 

The  THD  has  asked,  and  asks  again,  to  update  the  now  almost-obsolete  Waterfront  Land 
Use  Plan  (WLUP).  A  holistic  view  of  how  the  waterfront  should  mature  is  critical  -  this  can 
only  be  achieved  by  updating  the  WLUP.  Without  this  vital  tool  in  place,  we  are  doomed  to 
lurch  from  unviable  project  to  unviable  project  and  conduct  lot-by-lot  battles  without  any  true 
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twenty-first  century  cohesive  vision.  Without  a  basic  plan  around  which  the  Port,  its 
stakeholders  and  the  community  can  coalesce  we  will  continue  to  repeat  the  tortured  history  of 
the  Mills  Corporation  Piers  27-31  development  and  the  Stanford  Embarcadero  Hotel  project. 

Section  2  of  Proposition  H,  which  was  passed  by  the  San  Francisco  voters  in  1990  and 
mandated  the  preparation  of  a  WLUP  and  included  provisions  requiring  maximum  feasible 
public  input  in  the  plaiming  process  as  well  as  review  of  the  plan  at  a  minhnum  of  every  five 
years  with  a  view  towards  making  necessary  changes  consistent  with  Proposition  H.  The  Port 
contends  that  the  modifications  made  to  the  Plan  to  make  it  consistent  with  subsequent 
development  fulfills  the  requirement  for  periodic  review.  We  strongly  disagree.  This  is  a 
fractured  review  process  at  best  and  involves  minimal  public  input,  if  any,  and  leaves  the  Port's 
WLUP  exposed  to  legal  challenge.  With  respect  to  SWL  35 1.  in  particular,  the  proposed  zoning 
change,  uses  and  height  issues,  not  to  mention  lifting  of  the  public  trust,  are  significant  and 
precedent  setting  planning  issues  and  should  only  be  considered  following  a  community-based 
planning  process  and  enabling  revisions  to  applicable  plans  and  codes. 

SWL  351  Is  Protected  by  the  Public  Trust  Doctrine. 

The  Public  Trust  doctrine  protecting  this  lot  demands  that  certain  resources  are  preserved 
for  public  use.  This  doctrine  prohibits  housing  fi-om  being  built  on  land  protected  by  the  Public 
Trust.  The  doctrine  has  also  been  used  to  provide  public  access  across  and  provide  for  continued 
public  interest  in  those  areas  where  land  beneath  tidally  influenced  waters  has  been  filled.  The 
California  Supreme  Court  has  directed  that  government  entities  have  an  "affirmative  duty  to 
take  the  public  trust  into  account"  in  making  decisions  affecting  public  trust  resources. 
See  National  Audubon  Society  v.  Sup.  Court  (1983)  33  Cal.3d  419,  AA6AA1. 

The  Public  Trust  doctrine  and  basic  urban  design  principles  are  motivated  by  the  central 
tenet  that  the  closer  the  development  to  the  waterfiront,  the  more  respectfiil  of  the  waterfront  the 
development  must  be.  That  is  not  what  is  happening  with  respect  to  SWL  351.  It  is  therefore 
with  the  utmost  care  that  a  lot  subject  to  the  public  trust  doctrine  may  be  developed.  This  is 
especially  true  since  this  lot  was  specifically  not  a  part  of  the  California  legislation  passed  last 
year  that  exempted  many  seawall  lots  fi"om  the  restrictions  of  the  public  trust  doctrine.  The 
Legislature's  mandate  that  SWL  351  remain  subject  to  the  Public  Trust  doctrine  is  clear. 

The  THD  strongly  supports  the  spirit  of  the  public  trust  and  considers  it  is  an  important 
criteria  to  be  considered  in  removing  SWL  351  from  the  public  trust.  We  feel  that  the  Port  must 
provide  a  specific  concept  and  use  before  undertaking  the  process  of  removal  from  the  public 
trust,  must  provide  for  a  higher  standard  of  public  use  and  public  benefit  for  such  a  development 
and  such  process  should  be  completed  before  issuing  an  RFP.  As  we  have  seen  with  other 
projects,  the  criteria  for  meeting  the  terms  of  the  public  trust,  and  land  exchanges  associated  with 
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it,  can  be  very  arbitrary  and  often  lead  to  an  outcome  unsatisfactory  to  both  public  and  private 
interests. 

The  Seawall  and  Fluid  Dynamics. 

The  Port  needs  to  clarify  what  the  status  of  the  historic  seawall  is  in  regard  to  any 
proposal  that  involves  demolition  or  modification  of  the  seawall.  These  are  seawall  lots  because 
of  dieir  relationship  with  the  seawall.  One  former  potential  developer  (Stanford/Embarcadero 
Hotel  group)  had  determined  that  the  seawall  could  not  be  touched  and  had  designed  plans  with 
just  a  partial  level  below  ground.  We  have  asked  for  maps  but  have  not  received  any  and  assume 
the  seawall  impacts  most  of  S WL  35 1  and  plays  a  significant  role  with  the  other  seawall  lots. 

While  the  role  of  the  seawall  has  diminished  over  time,  it  remains  a  physical  barrier  as 
well  as  an  historical  artifact.  The  THD  does  not  take  Mr.  Snellgrove's  intent  to  remove  a  large 
section  of  the  seawall  under  SWL  351  lightly.  It  would  be  irresponsible  to  not  ascertain  before 
issuance  of  an  RFP  both  the  legal  status  of  the  seawall  as  an  historic  resource,  and  the  potential 
impacts  on  neighboring  properties  should  it  be  breached  and  should  it  be  replaced  with  a 
significant  underground  structure.  Clearly  defined  limits  need  to  be  established  based  on 
qualified  professional  expertise.  Even  when  leased,  the  land  remains  ultimately  under  the 
responsibility  of, the  Port,  and  any  adverse  impacts  must  be  considered  ahead  of  time. 
Subterranean  tidal  action  currently  extends  as  far  west  as  Montgomery  Street.  Several  older 
structures  in  the  Barbary  Coast  neighborhood  "float"  in  this  subterranean  seabed.  The  potential 
impacts  from  projected  increases  in  the  sea  level  from  global  warming,  while  not  as  well 
publicized  in  this  country,  are  beiiig  seriously  studied  in  other  parts  of  the  world. 

General  Height  Limit  Issues. 

Has  anyone  stopped  to  consider  the  hypocrisy  behind  the  stated  "vision"  of  reuniting  the 
city  with  its  waterfront  and  the  persistent  efforts  to  construct  mid-rise  and  high-rise  structures  on 
all  of  its  landside  properties — in  effect  replacing  the  freeway  with  a  new  even  greater  barrier? 
We  all  accept  the  fact  that  downtown  is  high-rise  in  form,  but  we  are  just  as  strongly  committed 
to  the  concept  of  parks  as  an  important  and  necessary  component  for  a  world-class  waterfront 
All  of  the  widely  praised  waterfronts  are  defined  by  the  quantity  and  the  quality  of  their  parks 
and  open  space.  We  will  settle  for  nothing  less  in  San  Francisco.  North  of  the  Bay  Bridge,  we 
have  very  few  sites  available  for  such  uses.  It  adds  insult  to  injury  to  demand  that  small 
awkwardly  sited  sites  such  as  SWL  351  can  only  be  designated  for  highest  and  best  use. 

The  concept  of  a  40-foot  height  limit  on  our  waterfront  is  also  deeply  imbedded  in  the 
community's  collective  psyche.  Fisherman's  Wharf  is  limited  to  40-feet,  which  appears  to  have 
not  restricted  their  economic  success  in  any  way.  The  northern  part  of  the  city  is  filled  with  a 
wide  variety  of  residential  development,  all  within  the  40-foot  height  limit — and  much  of  it  4- 
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stories.  Stating  that  you  "cannot  do  anything"  within  a  40-foot  height  limit  is  irrationale.  The 
concept  of  lower  heights  bordering  on  the  bay  rising  gradually  to  reinforce  to  steepness  of  our 
hills  is  a  principle  element  of  San  Francisco's  widely  respected  Urban  Design  Plan — one  of  the 
first  of  its  kind.  Being  able  to  walk  and  ride  along  the  waterfront  and  not  have  your  view  of  the 
city  blocked  by  high  rises  contributes  significantly  to  the  waterfront  experience.  Why  must  those 
of  us  who  value  the  views  be  ridiculed — ^both  waterside  and  landside?  Is  it  not  a  shared 
pleasure?  We  only  ask  that  those  lots  facing  the  Embarcadero  remain  zoned  at  40  feet. 

By  urban  design  standards,  SWL  35 1  is  more  defined  by  the  parks  and  open  space 
extending  from  Washington  Street  to  Mission  as  well  as  the  Golden  Gateway  Tennis  and  Swim 
Club  on  the  west,  and  ideally  would  become  a  part  of  that  pattern. 

Uncertainty  vs.  Predictable 

We  want  to  ensure  that  the  Port  is  not  setting  itself  up  for  another  costly  failure.  To  that 
end,  the  question  must  be  asked  —  is  this  site  so  encumbered  with  unresolved  issues  that  only  the 
adjacent  landowner  can  justify  taking  on  the  risk?  Will  its  development  or  use  for  any  purposb 
be  limited  to  a  parking  lot  for  decades  under  an  ERN  while  all  the  legalities  and  associated  issues 
with  both  SWL  351  and  8  Washington  are  sorted  out?  Given  the  number  of  more  urgent 
development  issues  on  the  Port's  agenda — ^Pier  70  and  SWL  337  to  name  two — ^would  it  not  be 
more  prudent  for  the  Port  to  enhance  the  existing  parking  with  quality  landscaping,  enjoy  the 
steady  income  and  wait  out  clarification  of  some  of  the  stickier  legal  issues? 

An  Applicable  Cliche:  Haste  Makes  Waste. 

We  are  deeply  disappointed  with  the  Port's  efforts  to  rarn  this  development  through  the 
procedural  process.  As  late  as  the  last  NE WAG  meeting  on  June  4, 2008  there  was  no  definitive 
timeline  except  for  putting  an  RFP  together  "soon."  In  fact,  when  the  notion  of  a  subcommittee 
to  assist  drafting  the  RFP  was  first  mentioned,  Ms.  Diohep  responded  that  there  would  likely  not 
be  the  need  for  that  given  the  strong  pro-open  space  voice  that  existed  in  the  neighborhood.  It 
was  only  at  the  end  of  the  NEWAG  meeting  that  a  small  working  group  was  formed  to  discuss 
drafting  the  RFP. 

A  matter  of  2  days  later  (after  business  hours  that  Friday,  June  6,  2008)  several  emails 
were  sent  setting  a  unilateral  date  for  RFP  working  session  (for  the  following  Friday  June  13),  a 
deadline  by  which  to  submit  public  comments  (June  16,  2008)  and  notifying  the  public  that  an 
"action  item"  will  be  presented  to  the  Port  Commission  on  July  8,  2008.  It  is  as  if  the  entire 
public  outcry  at  the  April  community  meeting  sponsored  by  the  Port  and  all  the  public  comments 
received  by  the  Port  (as  noted  in  the  Port's  own  summary  of  comments)  have  fallen  on  deaf  ears. 
We  appreciate  that,  in  response  to  many  NEWAG  members  emails,  there  have  been  two  RFP 
working  session  meetings,  one  of  which  the  THD  attended. 
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Second,  there  does  not  appear  to  be  a  faster  track  for  the  development  of  SWL  351  than 
the  one  being  imposed  right  now.  We  do  not  understand  the  rush  and  implore  the  Port  to  take  a 
step  back  for  a  moment.  One  reason  that  has  been  offered  for  the  fast  track  is  that  the  Port  would 
lose  the  chance  to  ever  develop  this  lot  because  another  project  is  being  proposed  for  the 
neighboring  lot  at  Washington/Embarcadero  (known  as  8  Washington).  This  logic  does  not 
withstand  scrutiny;  the  Port  is  in  essence  saying  every  time  a  development  of  one  lot  is  proposed, 
if  there  is  a  neighboring  lot,  it  must  also  be  developed  at  the  same  time.  Another  reason  offered 
for  the  fast  track  is  that  there  are  higher  and  better  uses  for  this  land  than  as  a  surface  parking  lot. 
While  that  may  be  true,  it  does  not  justify  slamming  this  lot  through  the  development  process. 

A  Decisive  &  Clear  RFP  is  Necessary. 

Assuming  the  Port  will  disregard  the  community's  request  to  hold  SWL  35 1  development 
until  preliminary  questions  set  forth  in  this  letter  are  answered,  and  assuming  the  Port  will  issue 
an  RFP,  we  address  what  an  RFP  should  look  like.  First  and  foremost,  it  must  be  a  decisive  and 
clear  documents.  It  is  imprudent  to  continue  generating  insipid  RFPs  without  having  achieved  a 
reasonable  degree  of  consensus  among  the  impacted  stakeholders  in  support  of  the  development 
criteria  the  Port  proposes  for  SWL  351.  The  failure  of  past  projects  is  in  part  due  to  a  flawed 
RFP  process.  At  some  point,  each  developer  has  made  significant  departures  from  the  original 
RFP,  which  have  eventually  led  to  an  aborted  project. 

Every  botched  project  further  erodes  the  Port's  status  with  potential  developers.  The 
response  in  the  past  to  RFPs  has  been  very  limited— only  one  or  two  qualified  proposals  per  RFP. 
This  may  well  be  partially  due  to  RpPs  that  are  too  loosely  structured  which  makes  it  difficult  to 
determine  the  feasibility  of  any  project  in  a  reliable  manner.  The  failures  are  also  due  to  a  dated 
and  too  loosely  structured  WLUP.  We  end  up  with  projects  that  deviate  significantly  from  what 
was  originally  envisioned.  There  is  a  mediocrity  factor  also  since  there  is  little  competition  and 
little  incentive  for  iimovative  concepts  and  design.  A  40-foot  height  limit  is  not  a  design 
crippling  issue.  Indeed,  much  of  the  northeast  waterfront  was  built  with  this  height  restriction;  it 
is  the  reason  this  neighborhood  is  so  desirable. 

The  THD  does  not  want  such  unnecessary  battles.  A  well-coordinated,  connected 
waterfront  is  in  everyone's  best  interest  -  we  can  only  recognize  this  potential  if  we  plan  it  now. 
The  only  to  know  what  the  highest  and  best  use  of  SWL  351  is  if  we  know  how  this  piece  of  land 
fits  into  the  rest  of  the  waterfront.  When  the  WLUP  was  drafted,  the  seawall  lots  were  not  even 
considered  a  focus  point.  In  fact,  to  deem  SWL  351  part  of  a  Ferry  Building  sub  area  does  not 
make  sense  any  more  given  the  context  in  which  it  now  exists.  The  Ferry  Building  has  long  been 
revitalized  and  the  area  surrounding  SWL  35 1  is  now  one  of  a  fast-emerging,  low-lying 
residential  neighborhood.  This  is  the  context  in  which  SWL  351  must  be  viewed  and  it  is  only 
fair  that  potential  developers  be  told  this. 
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Drafting  the  RFP 

In  an  effort  to  provide  Port  staff  with  as  much  information  as  possible  in  advance  of  the 
July  8*  Port  Commission  meeting,  the  THD  offers  the  following  five  guidelines  for  a  frame  of 
reference  in  drafting  the  RFP. 

1.  Height  Limits  Must  Be  Stated. 

At  the  core  of  the  northeast  waterfront  lies  the  40-foot  height  limit.  Developers  have 
successfully  lived  with  this  limit  for  several  decades;  its  low-lying  buildings,  precedent-setting 
architecture  and  beautiful  vistas  define  this  quadrant  of  San  Francisco.  The  massing,  height, 
bulk  and  scale  of  any  proposed  building  on  SWL  351  must  therefore  be  in  proportion  with  the 
surrounding  historic  buildings  that  are  listed  on  the  Embarcadero  National  Register  Historic 
District.  The  Hyatt  Regency,  Embarcadero  Centers  and  Golden  Gateway  apartments  are  not  the 
proper  contextual  buildings  for  determining  optimal  heights  for  SWL  351.  Rather  the  heights  of 
the  buildings  on  the  pier-side  of  the  Embarcadero  form  the  context  for  heights  on  SWL  351. 

We  are  well  aware  that  SWL  351  is  zoned  for  84  feet  but  the  only  reason  for  this  is 
because  this  was  the  height  of  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  ~  before  the  Freeway  fell  as  a  result  of 
the  1989  Loma  Prieta  earthquake.  Once  the  Freeway  was  eliminated  -  reconnecting  San 
Francisco  to  its  waterfront  -  the  zoning  was  never  changed.  As  at  least  one  NEWAG  member 
pointed  out  at  the  June  4th  meeting:  if  a  developer  knows  that  84  feet  is  the  limit,  there  is  an 
automatic  economic  pressure  to  maximize  the  development  to  that  height.  Only  if  a  very  clear 
height  restriction  is  contained  in  the  RFP,  regardless  of  the  zoning,  can  the  THD  support  this 
portion  of  the  RFP.  To  leave  the  height  limit  open-ended  is  unfair  to  the  developer  and  the 
conmiunity. 

We  strongly  urge  the  inclusion  of  a  40-foot  height  limit  in  the  RFP.  This  is  totally 
consistent  with  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan  and  even  the  outdated  WLUP's  call  to  step  down 
as  one  approaches  the  Embarcadero.  To  permit  a  full-fledged  high  rise  on  SWL  351  would  be  to 
interrupt  the  carefully  crafted  flow  from  Telegraph  Hill  down  to  the  Embarcadero. 

2.  Parking  Beneath  SWL  351. 

As  it  stands,  the  Port  is  envisioning  underground  parking  as  an  element  of  the 
development  of  SWL  351.  Given  the  water  table  issues  expressed  by  attorney  Sue  Hestor  in  her 
letter  of  April  28, 2008  we  find  the  issue  of  housing  parking  beneath  this  seawall  lot  Very 
troubling.  Aside  from  the  extraordinary  expense  and  water  table  issues,  there  is  more  than  ample 
parking  in  the  surrounding  area  such  that  parking  need  not  be  a  part  of  the  RFP.  Overwhelming 
public  comment  at  the  June  4,  2008  NEWAG  meeting  centered  on  the  thousands  of  empty 
parking  spaces  beneath  the  Embarcadero  Centers  and  the  Alcoa  building  that  can  and  should  be 
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used  for  Ferry  Building  patrons  who  drive.  SWL  351  documents  on  the  Port's  website  indicate 
that  the  Port  is  "obligated"  to  provide  parking  for  Ferry  Building  patrons.  However,  the  number 
of  spaces  required  to  be  allotted  is  unclear  -  the  number  changes  throughout  the  SWL  351 
documents  from  25  to  90  to  150  spaces.  Also  unclear  is  the  "designated  proximity"  within 
which  these  spaces  must  be  allotted.  What  does  that  mean?  In  any  event,  if  the  current  parking 
lot  used  by  Ferry  Building  patrons  is  within  the  "designated  proximity"  then  it  only  stands  to 
reason  that  even  closer  parking  beneath  the  Embarcadero  Centers  and  Alcoa  building  also  fall 
within  the  designated  proximity. 

To  resolve  these  issties,  the  RFP  must  require  the  developer  to  fund  an  independent  study 
of  parking  alternatives.  Just  as  updating  the  WLUP  is  essential  to  understanding  the  context  of 
all  waterfront  development,  completion  of  the  long-awaited  study  by  the  interagency 
Embarcadero  Transportation  Committee  is  essential  to  understanding  parking  needs/issues  along 
the  waterfront  We  urge  that  this  study  be  resurrected  from  its  dormant  state  immediately  so  that 
its  results  can  be  used  in  the  SWL  351  RFP  process. 

3.         The  Neighborhood  Context. 

Because  the  WLUP  does  not  reflect  the  current  state  of  the  waterfront  or  its  residents' 
needs,  the  RPP  must  refer  to  the  low-lying  residential  neighborhood  context  For  instance,  one 
of  the  Design  Objectives  listed  by  the  Port  is  to  "reinforce  the  large  scale  of  the  Embarcadero  by 
using  bold  forms..."  This  sounds  like  an  invitation  to  build  a  building  of  skyscraper  dimensions. 
Obviously,  high  rises  are  not  consistent  with  the  character  of  the  surrounding  historic  buildings. 
The  "bold  forms"  objective  also  directly  contradicts  the  next  objective  listed  (which  the  THD 
asks  to  be  included  in  the  RFP)  which  is  constructing  new  development  "which  complements  the 
rich  architectural  character  of  the  Embarcadero  National  Register  Historic  District."  Any  new 
development  must  also  respect  and  complement  the  Northeast  Waterfront  Historic  District 
buildings. 

Also,  because  SWL  351  is  not  truly  a  part  of  the  Ferry  Building  subarea  any  longer  given 
the  development  since  the  WLUP  designated  it  as  such,  any  development  of  SWL  35 1  must  take 
into  account  existing  planning  controls. 

As  attorney  Sue  Hestor  pointed  out  at  the  June  4  NEWAG  meeting,  many  of  the 
buildings  on  the  landside  of  the  Embarcadero  in  the  area  surrounding  SWL  351  were  designed 
with  their  backs  to  the  waterfront.  Sadly,  this  is  true  because  at  the  time  of  design  there  was  a 
massive  freeway  cutting  off  the  public  from  the  waterfront.  Now  that  the  freeway  is  gone,  we 
must  do  whatever  possible  to  reverse  the  course  and  support  open  space,  recreation  and 
waterside  buildings  with  40  feet  height  limits. 

4.         «P"  Zoning 
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SWL  351  is  zoned  (?)  for  Public.  This  is  an  important  fact  that  seems  to  be  lost  in  the 
fast-paced  shuffle  to  develop  this  lot  Land  zoned  "P"  means  the  land  is  meant  for  public  uses 
such  as  open  space,  recreation  facilities,  libraries,  and  other  public  buildings  including  public 
garages.  SWL  351  is  not  zoned  for  condos  or  hotels  or  anything  close  to  what  is  currently  being 
suggested. 

The  RFP  must  include  language  about  (a)  what  the  "P"  designation   means  and  (b)  what 
findings  are  required  to  change  the  zoning  from  "P"  to  something  else.  According  to  the  Draft 
EIR  on  8  Washington  issued  December  8,  2007  at  page  6: 

The  proposed  residential  use  [for  SWL  351  as  part  of  that  project] 
is  not  consistent  with  the  public  trust.  Therefore,  the  project 
sponsor  would  be  required  to  obtain  State  Lands  approval  to 
exchange  a  portion  of  SWL  35 1  for  non-trust  property  pursuant  to 
an  exchange  agreement  authorized  by  State  Lands,  or  to  obtain 
^authority  by  the  California  State  Legislature  to  lift  the  public  trust 
restrictions  prohibiting  housing  on  public  trust  lands. 

Assuming  State  Lands  somehow  approves  such  an  exchange,  what  other  local  approvals 
£U"e  required  so  that  the  zoning  may  be  changed?  The  entirety  of  the  rezoning  process  must  be . 
explained  in  the  RFP. 

The  residential  community  in  the  area  is  growing  rapidly  yet  lacks  many  of  the  public 
community  amenities  other  neighborhoods  take  for  granted.  Sue  Bierman  Park  has  been  . 
restricted  to  only  passive  recreation.  Much  has  been  made  of  the  fact  that  there  is  not  even  a 
children's  play  structure  between  Pier  39  and  Pier  40,  Rec/Park  maps  are  cited  that  indicate 
there  is  an  insufficient  number  of  children  and  senior  citizens  in  the  immediate  area  to  justify 
need  for  facilities.  No  one  thought  to  question  the  data  on  which  those  assumptions  were  based 
even  though  a  walk  around  the  neighborhood  would  reveal  a  large  number  of  children  and 
mature  adults.  The  maps  were  based  on  census  tract  data,  in  this  case  a  20  block  area  extending 
all  the  way  to  Market  Street,  which  dilutes  the  data  to  a  meaningless  statistic.  The  census  block 
data  provides  a  more  realistic  assessment  of  the  population. 

If  this  site  is  to  be  rezoned,  justification  would  be  required — valid  evidence  that  there  was 
no  current  or  eminent  future  need  for  that  use,  or  that  there  were  other  sites  close  by  zoned 
Public  and  suitable  for  projected  needs. 

It  goes  without  saying  that  any  effort  to  rezone  what  little  "P"  designated  land  there  is  in 
District  3  is  a  problem  for  the  community.  The  THD  cannot  and  will  not  support  a  wholesale 
rezoning  of  this  lot.  At  the  April  14th  SWL  351  Workshop,  suggestions  that  sufficient 
development  be  permitted  to  cover  the  cost  of  a  park  or  recreation  facility  were  met  with 
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skepticism  given  the  modest  development  originally  proposed  for  Rincon  Park  versus  the  final 
build  out  which  is  twice  the  original  in  height  and  occupies  almost  the  entire  "park". 

The  Port  must  be  consistent  and  true  to  its  goal  of  connecting  San  Francisco  residents 
with  their  prestigious  waterfront.  To  do  this  requires  thoughtful  consideration  of  any  RFP.  We 
have  reviewed  the  other  Design  Objectives  issued  by  the  Port  in  detail  and  will  present  our 
thoughts  on  those  objectives  under  separate  cover.  > 


Sincerely, 


Vedica  Pun 

Co-Chair,  Waterfi^ont  Committee 

Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers 


Andy  Katz,  Co-Chair  Waterfiront  Committee 
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May  22,  2008 


President  Kimberly  K.  Brandon  and  Commissioners 

San  Francisco  Port  Commission 

Pier  I 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 

RE:  SWL  35 J  parking  RFP 

Dear  Ms.  Brandon: 

[  am  writing  to  let  you  know  of  the  Bay  Area  Council's  interest  in  expanding  emergency  water 
transportation  access  at  the  San  Francisco  Ferry  Building  and  to  encourage  you  to  proceed 
with  an  RFP  to  develop  parking  at  Seawall  Lot  35 1 . 

As  you  may  know,  the  Bay  Area  Council  devoted  substantial  energy  to  the  establishment  of 
the  Water  Emergency  Transportation  Authority  (WETA)  as  an  agency  with  the  appropriate 
mandate  and  tools  to  serve  the  Bay  Area's  emergency  water  transportation  needs.  Geologists 
estimate  that  there  is  a  two-thirds  chance  that  a  massive  earthquake — equal  or  greater  in 
magnitude  to  the  1906  San  Francisco  earthquake — will  strike  the  region  in  the  next  25  years. 
We  have  only  to  look  to  the  Sichuan  province  of  China  for  a  horrific  reminder  of  the  power  of 
seismic  forces  and  the  devastation  that  they  bring. 

When  this  earthquake  strikes  the  Bay  Area,  water  transportation  will  be  the  only  reliable 
means  of  regional  transportation  in  the  critical  first  hours  and  days.  Currently,  however,  there 
is  insufficient  docking  capacity  in  San  Francisco  to  accommodate  a  mass  evacuation  even  with 
the  current  small  fleet  of  ferries,  much  less  the  larger  fleet  that  WETA  will  develop. 
Expanding  docking  capacity  at  the  San  Francisco  Feny  Building  is  a  clear  top  priority,  and 
state  funding  is  available.  Regional  Measure  2,  enacted  in  2003,  provides  funding  to  expand 
berthing  capacity  at  the  Ferry  Building.  Additional  state  funds  may  also  be  available  from  the 
Proposition  1 B  bond,  which  provides  $  I  billion  for  transit  emergency  response  preparedness. 

This  necessary  expansion  of  berthing  capacity  will,  however,  lead  to  the  loss  of  parking  at 
Pier  '/2.    Development  of  underground  parking  on  Seawall  Lot  35 1  will  support  the  WETA 
terminal  expansion  project  by  providing  replacement  parking,  while  at  the  same  time 
providing  much  needed  revenue  for  the  Port  of  San  Francisco.  It  is  truly  a  win-win  project, 
benefiting  both  the  emergency  response  preparedness  needs  of  the  region  as  well  as  the  Port 
and  Ferry  Building  patrons.  I  encourage  you  to  move  ahead  without  delay  to  issue  a  Request 
For  Proposal  to  develop  this  much-needed  replacement  parking  at  Seawall  Lot  351  and  to  take 
all  additional  steps  to  expedite  the  development  of  the  WETA  berthing  expansion  project. 


Best, 


L  )^U/ 


.X/ifvyWx.,,^ 


Jtm  Wunderman 
President  and  CEO 

cc:  Monique  Moyer,  Executive  Director,  Port  of  San  Francisco 

Charlene  Johnson,  Board  President,  Water  Emergency  Transportation  Authority 


Ik^adwell&Rolio 


11  June  2008 

Monique  Moyer,  Executive  Director 

Port  of  San  Francisco 

Pier  1,  Tine  Embarcadero 

San  Francisco,  California  94111 

Subject:       Blocl<  351  and  Adjacent  Golden  Gateway  Land 
San  Francisco,  California 

Dear  Ms.  Moyer: 

This  letter  provides  geotechnical  and  environmental  information  for  Block  351  and  the  adjacent 
Golden  Gateway  land  in  San  Francisco.  We  understand  the  issues  have  been  raised  by  neighbors  related  to 
groundwater,  excavation  and  foundation  installation  (pile  driving).  Treadwell  &  Rollo  is  very  familiar  with 
the  geotechnical  and  environmental  conditions  in  the  area  and  are  the  geotechnical  engineers  of  record  for 
numerous  adjacent  projects.  Information  about  our  firm  can  be  viewed  at  www.treadwellrollo.com. 

Presented  herein  is  geotechnical  and  environmental  related  Information: 

•  The  groundwater  below  Block  351  is  about  7  feet  below  the  existing  ground  surface  (bgs).  It  was 
been  measured  over  the  years  from  1984  to  2006  with  relatively  little  change.  The  groundwater  is 
Influenced  by  tidal  fluctuations  and  may  be  as  much  as  two  feet  higher  (5  feet  bgs)  during  high  tide 
and  two  feet  lower  (9  feet  bgs). 

•  Exploratory  borings  at  Block  351  revealed  remnants  of  the  former  rock  fill  seawall.  This  wall  was 
constructed  circa  late  1800s  and  was  encountered  along  the  eastern  boundary  of  Block  351  and  the 
Embarcadero.  The  Circa  late  1800s  seawall  has  no  affect  on  the  groundwater  and  was  abandon  in- 
place  as  land-filling  extended  easterly  out  over  the  Bay. 

•  The  potential  rise  in  sea  level  should  be  addressed  during  design  of  the  below  grade  structures. 
The  construction  of  a  water  tight  basement  "bathtub"  will  not  affect  the  regional  groundwater  flow. 

•  Excavation  at  Block  351  will  consist  of  a  slurry  wall  or  secant  pile  shoring  which  will  most  likely  be 
internally  braced.  TTiis  type  of  excavation  was  accomplished  during  construction  of  the  MUNI  Turn- 
a-Round  (1990s)  and  4  Embarcadero  Center.  These  shoring  systems  are  water  tight  and 
dewatered  from  the  inside.  Furthermore,  they  do  not  affect  the  groundwater  levels  outside  the 
excavation  and  the  regional  groundwater  is  not  lowered. 

•  Any  new  structure(s)  will  be  supported  on  a  deep  foundation  system.  Low  vibration  methods  of 
pile  installations  are  readily  available  (auger-cast  or  torque-down  piles).  Vibrations  which  could 
potentially  damage  adjacent  structures  will  not  be  used. 


• 


Contaminated  soil  has  been  identified  and  will  be  disposed  of  in  accordance  with  EPA  standards 
during  construction. 


We  trust  this  letter  provides  Information  to  assist  you  moving  forward  on  an  RFP  for  Block  351. 

Sincerely  yours, 
TREADWELL  &  ROLLO,  INC. 


Frank  J.  Rollo,  GE 
Principal 

42940109.FJR 

cc:    Kathleen  Diohep 

ENVIRONMENTAL  AND  GEOTECHNICAL  CONSULTANTS 

555  MONTGOMERY  STREET.  SUITE  1300   SAN  FRANCISCO   CALIFORNIA  94111    T  415  955  9040    F  415  955  9041    www.treadwellrollo.com 


Public  Comment  Received  from  Port  of  San  Francisco  Website 
Seawall  351  Project  from  May  28,  2008  to  June  27,  2008 


Name/Date 

Comment 

Stacia  Kato 

5/29/08 

Email  to  MMoyer 

1  am  a  40  year  resident  of  San  Francisco  and  do  not  want  to  see  development  on 
Seawall  Lot  351. 

We  do  not  want  more  luxury  condos  for  the  privileged  few  -  we  want  more  open 
space,  recreational  areas  and  preservation  of  the  little  that  we  have. 

Please  consider  the  needs  of  the  majority  of  residents  of  San  Francisco  and  the 
many  tourists  who  have  access  to  and  enjoy  this  area! 

Alfred  E.  Glassgold 
6/8/08 

Website  Public 

Comment 

GENERAL  DEFECT  IN  THE  PORT  COMMISSIONS  PLANS  FOR  SEAWALL  LOT 
351 

The  main  general  defect  is  the  Port  Commission's  failure  to  develop  a  relevant  and 
comprehensive  plan  for  the  west  side  of  the  Embarcadreo  north  of  the  Ferry 
Building.  This  part  of  the  Embarcadero  from  Bay  Street  to  Washington  St.  impacts 
most  directly  the  many  residents  and  businesses  located  close  to  the  Embarcadero. 
This  stretch  of  the  west  side  of  the  Embarcadero  is  narrow  and  gloomy,  and 
negatively  affects  visitors  and  locals  alike. 

The  community  and  the  City  of  San  Francisco  need  to  have  an  comprehensive  plan 
for  the  improvement  of  this  area  and  not  just  another  specialized  proposal  that 
mainly  benefits  the  developer. 

Irene  Glassgold 
6/9/08 
Website  Public 

Comment 

These  are  some  points  in  regard  to  sw  351 

There  should  be  no  development  of  Individual  plots  on  the  West  side  of  The 
Embarcadero  without  first  developing  a  comprehensive  plan  for  the  public  trust  lots 
in  this  area. 

2.  SW  351  is  a  public  trust  lot,  left  in  the  public  trust  during  a  recent  legislative 
assessment  when  337  was  removed.  Therefore  it  is  subject  to  only  those  uses  which 
are  allowed  under  the  public  trust.  Therefore  it  is  inappropriate  to  consider  other 
uses. 

The  Golden  Gateway  Swimming  and  Tennis  Club  is  a  neighborhood  and  citywide 
facility.  The  neighborhood  as  well  as  many  neighborhood  organizations  are  against 
the  condominium  buildings  Mr.  Snellgrove  wishes  to  build  and  are  contesting  his 
entire  project  which  would  destroy  a  much  needed  athletic  facility  for  those  who  live 
and  work  in  San  Francisco.  The  idea  that  the  Port  Commission  would  lease  a  public 
trust  property  to  be  joined  with  a  private  property  is  unethical  if  not  illegal  and  would 
also  be  a  very  inappropriate  interference  by  the  Port  Commission  in  neighborhood 
matters. 

Carol  Parlette 
6/10/08 

Website  Public 
Comment 

1  don't  think  the  building  should  be  higher  than  the  bulkhead  across  the  street.  1  think 
it  should  start  low  and  go  back  and  up,  gracefully  keeping  the  space  open  and 
allowing  Colt  Tower  to  be  seen.  It  should  keep  to  the  topography  of  the  land  - 
sweeping  naturally  up  from  the  Bay,  and  leaving  that  corner  open  and  inviting,  not 
massive  and  forbidding. 

A.E.GIassgold 
6/12/08 

Website  Public 

Comment 

ABSENCE  OF  A  GENERAL  PLAN  FOR  THE  NORTHEAST  WATERFRONT 
SEAWALL  LOTS 

Instead  of  randomly  proposing  developments  for  the  seawall  lots  along  the  west  side 
of  the  Embarcadero,  the  Port  Commission  should  be  following  the  guidelines  for  the 
development  of  these  Public  Trust  properties  under  a  general  plan  that  treats  them 
as  an  integrated  whole.  Such  a  plan  should  be  developed  by  the  City  of  Francisco 
with  real  participation  from  the  community  and  with  the  positive  cooperation  of  the 
Port  Commission.  These  west  side  lots  directly  adjoin  businesses  and  residences 
that  are  crucial  to  the  well  being  of  the  Golden  Gateway  and  Northeast  Waterfront 
communities. 
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Public  Comment  Received  from  Port  of  San  Francisco  Website 
Seawall  351  Project  from  May  28,  2008  to  June  27,  2008 


A.E.GIassgold 
6/13/08 

Website  Public 

Comment 

SWAPS  OF  PUBLIC  TRUST  LOTS  FOR  PRIVATE  GAIN 

The  swap  requested  by  Pacific  Waterfront  Properties  for  a  1 70  luxury  condo 
development  and  a  500  car  parking  lot  on  SW351  is  against  the  Public  Trust,  against 
the  interests  of  the  community,  and  against  a  law  passed  by  the  California  State 
Legislature  last  year.  The  support  of  the  Port  Commission  of  this  request  indicates 
that  they  are  not  fulfilling  to  their  responsibilities  to  uphold  the  Public  Trust  and  to 
faithfully  serve  the  citizens  of  the  City  of  San  Francisco. 

A.E.GIassgold 
6/13/08 

Website  Public 

Comment 

DESTRUCTION  OF  A  UNIQUE  RECREATION  FACILITY 

The  proposal  by  Pacific  Waterfront  Properties  for  SW  351  would  destroy  the  Golden 
Gateway  Swim  and  Tennis  Club.  This  forty-year  old  club  is  unique  In  that  it  offers 
open  air  tennis,  swimming,  and  exercise  facilities  to  people  who  live  and  work  In  its 
immediate  neighborhood  as  well  as  to  people  from  all  over  San  Francisco.  Again,  the 
support  of  this  reprehensible  proposal  by  the  Port  Commission  shows  that  there  is 
something  wrong  with  it  ethically,  and  that  it  is  failing  in  its  responsibilities  to  the  City 
of  San  Francisco. 

A.E.GIassgold 
6/15/08 

Website  Public 

Comment 

CONSTRUCTION  OF  A  POLLUTION  FACTORY 

The  large  parking  component  of  the  proposal  by  Pacific  Waterfront  Properties  for 
SW  351  would  make  the  northwest  corner  of  Washington  Street  and  the 
Embarcadero  into  a  center  of  congestion  and  pollution. 

The  constant  in  and  out  of  cars  and  their  slow  search  for  a  parking  space  inside  will 
do  just  what  every  thoughtful  person  knows  is  bad  for  local  air  quality  and  the  global 
C02  and  warming  problems.  Attempting  to  build  another  large  parking  facility  in 
downtown  San  Francisco  goes  directly  against  widespread  recent  moves  towards 
better  public  policy  on  congestion  and  pollution. 
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MEMORANDUM 

July  2,  2008 

TO:  MEMBERS,  PORT  COMMISSION 

Hon.  Kimberly  Brandon,  President 

Hon.  Rodney  Fong,  Vice  President 

Hon.  Michael  Hardeman 

Hon.  Ann  Lazarus 

Hon.  Stephanie  Shakofsky 

FROM:  MoniqueMoyer   J^KK^^ 

Executive  Director 

SUBJECT:  Informational  Presentation  on  Supplemental  Engineering  Study  findings  related  to 
Pier  V2  Structural  Condition,  Pending  September  15,  2008  Closure  and  Alternative 
Parking  Options 

DIRECTOR'S  RECOMMENDATION:  Informational  Only  -  No  Action  Required 

INTRODUCTION 

On  May  13,  2008,  Port  staff  presented  a  detailed  structural  evaluation  report  prepared  by  Port 
Consultant,  Creegan  and  D'Angelo  Engineers,  Inc  (C&D)  for  the  Pier  V2  Parking  Lot  substructure 
deck.  During  that  presentation,  the  Port  Commission  was  advised  of  Pier  /4's  poor  structural 
condition  and  that  repairs  are  required  to  maintain  public  safety  and  building  code  compliance.  To 
ensure  public  safety,  the  Chief  Harbor  Engineer  determined  that  the  facility  must  be  closed  to  all 
uses  on  September  15,  2008.  The  Pier  will  be  barricaded  until  the  Pier  is  either  repaired  or 
demolished. 

As  requested  by  the  Port  Commission,  Port  staff  asked  C&D  to  undertake  some  additional 
engineering  studies.  The  purpose  of  this  presentation  is  to  update  the  Port  Commission  and  the 
public  regarding:  (1)  findings  of  C&D's  supplemental  engineering  study  on  the  structural  condition 
of  Pier  V2,  (2)  discussions  with  the  Equity  Office  Properties  (EOP),  the  Ferry  Building  lessee,  and 
(3)  exploration  of  further  parking  options  to  serve  the  Ferry  Building, 

BACKGROUND 

As  described  in  the  May  8,  2008  Staff  Report,  the  Pier  V2  substructure  deck  construction  consists  of 
timber  piles,  timber  cap  beams,  timber  joists,  and  timber  planks  with  an  asphalt  overlay.  There  are 
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some  concrete  piles  near  the  seawall.  The  Pier  is  currently  used  for  automobile  parking. 

The  Port's  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan  and  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  and  Development 
Commission's  (BCDC)  San  Francisco  Waterfront  Special  Area  Plan  call  for  the  removal  of  Pier  V2 
and  restoration  of  an  open  water  basin.  That  removal  is  required  as  part  of  the  Ferry  Terminal  Phase 
2  development  project.  The  Downtown  Ferry  Terminal  Phase  2  project  will  be  funded  by  the  Water 
Emergency  Transportation  Agency  and  is  one  of  their  top  priority  projects. 

EOP  currently  operates  the  Pier  V2  parking  lot  as  part  of  the  150  parking  spaces  that  are  the  subject 
of  the  April  10,  2001  Parking  Agreement  between  the  Port  and  the  Ferry  Building  lessee.  That 
agreement  provided  a  mechanism  for  relocation  of  assigned  Ferry  Building  visitor  parking  if  the 
pier  is  closed  as  a  result  of  physical  wear  and  deterioration  of  the  pier's  substructure.  On  May  15, 
2008,  the  Port  provided  notice  to  EOP  of  the  September  15,  2008  closure  and  identified  the  Golden 
Gateway  Garage  at  250  Clay  Street,  within  three  blocks  of  the  Ferry  Building,  as  replacement 
parking  for  use  of  Ferry  Building  visitors. 


SUPLEMENTAL  ENGINEERING  STUDY  FINDINGS 

C&D's  detailed  structural  assessment,  conducted  in  2007,  was  a  visual,  above- water  inspection 
performed  with  hand  tools  that  were  used  to  estimate  damage  levels  and  soundness  of  timber  and 
concrete.  They  found  extensive  deterioration  in  structural  framing  and  piles. 

The  supplemental  engineering  study  conducted  by  C&D  in  June  2008  primarily  focused  on 
performing  material  testing  of  the  Pier  ^4  deck  and  stringers.  The  scope  of  this  study  included: 

•  Material  testing  of  deck  planks  and  joists  in  the  field  to  determine  the  extent  of  structural 
deterioration 

•  Development  of  repair  options  and  a  cost  estimate  for  a  short-term  (1,3,  and  5  year)  time 
horizon 

•  Determination  of  whether  the  recommended  pier  repair  will  trigger  seismic  upgrade  as  per 
2008  Port  of  San  Francisco  Building  Code 

A  copy  of  the  Draft  Supplemental  Engineering  Study  Report  which  summarizes  various  findings 
and  recommendations  is  attached  at  the  end  of  this  report. 

In  their  testing,  C&D  used  a  device  called  a  "Resistograph"  which  uses  mechanical  resistance 
drilling  to  assess  the  level  of  decay  in  timber  planks  and  joists.  The  mechanical  resistance  drilling 
was  performed  at  13  randomly  selected  locations.  At  9  out  of  the  13  locations  deck  planks  and  joists 
were  determined  to  be  in  need  of  repair  or  replacement. 

The  study  report  concludes  deck  planks  and  joists  are  in  much  worse  condition  than  previously 
known  and  that  continued  operation  entails  risk  of  deck  failures,  property  damage  and  personal 
injury  to  the  public. 

The  study  recommends  a  minimum  required  repair  scheme  which  will  provide  a  service  life  of  at 
least  5  years.  C&D  has  concluded  that  a  repair  scheme  with  a  scope  of  1  year  or  3  year  of  continued 
operation  is  not  viable. 
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The  report  also  concludes  that  the  extent  of  the  repairs  triggers  seismic  upgrade  as  per  the  2008  Port 
Building  Code  and  therefore  seismic  upgrade  of  the  pier  must  be  part  of  the  repair  scheme. 

As  estimated  by  C&D  in  their  Supplemental  Engineering  Report,  the  construction  cost  for  the 
proposed  Pier  V2  repair  and  seismic  retrofit  is  approximately  $3.6  million. 


CONSULTATION  WITH  EQUITY  OFFICE  PARTNERS 

The  Port  shared  the  initial  C&D  study  on  Pier  Vi  with  EOP  on  February  28,  2008.  EOP  has 
reviewed  the  study  including  independent  structural  engineering  analyses  and  cost  estimates.  On 
June  17,  2008,  Port  engineering  staff  and  C&D  Engineers  met  with  EOP's  staff  and  engineers  to 
review  the  Pier  '/z  repair  options  and  present  the  preliminary  findings  of  C&D's  Supplemental 
Engineering  Study.  EOP  was  provided  with  the  supplemental  study  on  June  25,  2008. 

EOP  has  recommended  approaching  the  Pier  V2  condition  as  a  three  step  process: 

1 .  Identify  the  most  cost  effective  repair  strategy; 

2.  Assess  the  permitting  requirements  for  that  strategy  including  when  Pier  V2  would  be 
required  to  be  demolished  as  a  condition  of  any  BCDC  permits  issued;  and 

3.  Determine  how  a  repair  would  be  funded. 

Port  staff  expects  that  EOP  will  make  a  proposal  for  continued  use  of  Pier  V^  through  a  repair 
program.  It  is  possible  that  repairs  may  be  made  through  a  phased  repair  program  provided  the 
Port's  Chief  Harbor  Engineer  believes  that  Pier  /4  can  be  operated  safely  throughout  the  repair. 


ADDITIONAL  PARKING  OPTIONS 

Embarcadero  Center  Garage 

The  Center  for  Urban  Education  about  Sustainable  Agriculture  (CUES A),  the  Farmer's  Market 
operator,  has  negotiated  a  parking  arrangement  with  the  Embarcadero  Center  Garage.  On  June  21, 
2008,  Saturday  parking  rates  were  lowered  at  the  Embarcadero  Center  3  and  4  parking  garage  (870 
total  spaces)  across  the  street  from  the  Ferry  Building.  These  garages  open  at  7  am  and  cost  $2  per 
hour  for  the  first  two  hours  and  $3  per  hour  thereafter  with  validation  from  the  Ferry  Plaza  Farmers 
Market  Information  Booth. 

Golden  Gateway  Garage 

Beginning  in  July  2008,  the  Golden  Gateway  Garage  will  expand  its  weekend  validation  program, 
which  currently  applies  to  Chinatown  and  North  Beach  merchants,  to  include  the  Ferry  Building 
area.  Under  this  program,  patrons  who  secure  a  validation  will  be  able  to  park  on  Saturdays  and 
Sundays  until  10:00  pm  at  a  rate  of  $3  per  day.  The  validation  program  has  no  cost  to  the 
merchants.  CUESA  will  participate  and  the  Port  is  working  with  EOP  to  identify  other  merchants  to 
participate.  There  would  be  no  restriction  in  the  number  of  Ferry  Building  shoppers  that  could  park 
at  the  Golden  Gateway  Garage  on  the  weekends. 


-3- 


Additional  Options 

The  Port  will  work  with  SFMTA  and  other  stakeholders  to  identify  ways  to  expand  parking  for  the 
Ferry  Building  -  particularly  on  Farmer's  Market  days.  Options  include  implementation  of  shuttle 
service  between  the  Ferry  Building  and  the  Golden  Gateway  and  75  Howard  garages,  better  use  of 
existing  on-street  parking,  including  expansion  of  parking  on  Davis  Street,  weekend  validation  of 
parking  for  Ferry  Building  shoppers  at  75  Howard  and  other  private  garages,  and  better  signage  and 
wayfinding  to  alternate  parking  locations  including  SWL  351,  Golden  Gateway  Garage  and  private 
garages.  At  this  time,  Port  staff  anticipates  that  the  concrete  deck  portion  of  the  Pier  Vz  marginal 
wharf  may  continue  to  be  used  for  parking,  potentially  using  parking  meters. 


NEXT  STEPS 

Port  staff,  upon  review  of  the  new  information  and  analysis,  continues  to  find  that  Pier  Vi  must  close 
on  September  15,  2008  to  avoid  risk  of  personal  injury  and  property  damage.  Staff  will  continue  to 
work  with  Ferry  Building  stakeholders  to  consider  options,  but  at  this  time,  it  is  not  clear  that  any 
further  repairs  can  be  made  without  rebuilding  the  Pier.  If  such  repairs  could  be  made,  Staff  has  not 
identified  any  source  of  funding  for  the  repairs. 


Prepared  By:       Uday  Prasad,  Senior  Civil  Engineer 

Kathleen  Diohep,  Planning  &  Development 

For:  Ed  Byrne,  Chief  Harbor  Engineer 
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MEMORANDUM 


July  3,  2008 


TO: 


FROM: 


MEMBERS,  PORT  COMMISSION 

Hon.  Kimbeiiy  Brandon,  President 

Hon.  Rodney  Pong,  Vice  President 

Hon.  Michael  Hardeman 

Hon.  Ann  Lazarus 

Hon.  Stephanie  Shakofsky 

MoniqueMoyer    /A  M^)^"^ 
Executive  Director  '^ 


SUBJECT:      Request  Approval  of  the  Port's  Parks  and  Open  Space  Projects  to  be 
included  in  the  City  &  County  of  San  Francisco's  first  issuance  of  the 
2008  Clean  and  Safe  Neighborhood  Parks  General  Obligation  Bonds 

DIRECTOR'S  RECOMMENDATION:  Approve  attached  resolution 

On  February  5,  2008,  San  Francisco's  voters  approved  a  $185  million  General  Obligation 
bond  entitled  the  2008  Clean  and  Safe  Neighborhood  Parks  General  Obligation  (GO) 
Bond  (the  "2008  GO  Bonds")  of  which  $33.5  million  is  earmarked  for  several  waterfront 
parks  on  Port  property.  The  Ordinance  adopted  by  the  City  in  October  2007  that  placed 
the  2008  GO  Bond  on  the  ballot  identified  the  following  sites  on  Port  property  to  receive 
GO  bond  funds  and  the  City's  bond  report  identified  the  project  and  bond  issuance 
funding  levels  for  waterfront  parks  projects: 


>    Pier  43  Promenade 


$7,800,000 


>    Brannan  Street  Wharf  Park 


2,900,000 


>    Blue-Greenway  Projects 

Bayfront  Park  at  Mission  Bay 
Pier  70  Crane  Cove  Park 
Warm  Water  Cove  Park 
Islais  Creek  Shoreline  Parks 
Heron's  Head  Park  Entrance 
Design  Standards  and  Enhancements 
to  all  Blue-Greenway  Projects 


22,100,000 


Total  Project  Allocations 


$32,800,000 
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Bond  Issuance  Costs  $700,000 

Total  Allocation  to  Waterfront  Parks  Projects  $33,500,000 

The  purpose  of  this  item  is  to  request  Port  Commission  approval  of  the  Port's  proposed 
list  of  projects  to  be  included  in  the  City  &  County  of  San  Francisco's  first  issuance  of 
the  2008  GO  Bonds  scheduled  for  August  2008.  The  following  are  descriptions  of  the 
projects  recommended  for  inclusion  in  the  first  issuance  of  the  2008  GO  Bonds  and  a 
status  report  on  the  Port's  open  space  projects  included  in  the  GO  bond  ballot  measure. 

Proposed  Projects  and  Funding  for  the  First  Issuance  of  the  2008  GO  Bonds 

As  described  in  more  detail  below.  Port  staff  request  $3,644,438  be  included  in  the 
August  2008  sale  of  the  2008  GO  Bonds.  The  funds  would  be  used  by  the  Port  primarily 
for  planning  and  engineering  services  related  to  the  waterfront  parks  portion  of  the  bond 
measure.  The  Port  expects  to  begin  construction  of  the  Heron's  Head  Park  Entrance 
project  and  some  of  the  Blue-Greenway  site  furnishings  within  the  next  year  and  seeks  to 
include  $880,000  in  this  2008  bond  sale  for  that  puipose. 

All  Projects  -  CEQA  Review  and  Permitting  -  $577,500^ 

The  Port  is  moving  forward  with  the  CEQA  review  and  permitting  processes  for  all  parks 
that  will  be  funded  through  the  Open  Space  bond  as  early  as  possible.  Based  on 
estimates  for  the  different  types  of  environmental  review  required  for  each  project,  the 
Port  estimates  a  total  of  $300,000  and  $225,000  for  California  Environmental  Quality  Act 
("CEQA")  review  and  permitting,  respectively,  with  an  additional  $52,500  available  for 
cost  contingency. 

The  proceeds  of  the  initial  bond  issuance  will  allow  the  Port  to  initiate  both  CEQA  and 
permitting  processes  for  (1)  the  Pier  43  Promenade;  (2)  the  Brannan  Street  Wharf;  and  (3) 
the  Blue-Greenway  trails  and  parks,  which  consist  of  Bayfront  Park,  Heron's  Head  Park, 
Islais  Creek  and  Warm  Water  Cove. 

The  cost  of  the  Brannan  Street  Wharf  CEQA  analysis  is  estimated  at  $  150,000  to  prepare 
a  supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  to  the  existing  EIR.  CEQA  analysis 
costs  attributable  to  the  Pier  43  Promenade  and  Blue-Greenway  projects  are  estimated  at 
$150,000  for  all  the  components  described  above.  These  are  lump  sum  estimates,  based 
on  past  costs  of  like  projects. 

Pier  43  Promenade  -  Engineering/Design  -  $1,315,875 

Located  along  the  Bay,  north  of  the  Pier  43  Arch,  this  site  is  currently  a  sidewalk  and 
parking  lot  on  a  pier.  It  was  recently  condemned  by  the  Port  because  of  its  poor 
condition;  the  underlying  seawall  and  adjacent  sidewalk  are  in  disrepair  and  close  to 
failing.  The  proposed  project  includes:  ( 1 )  removing  the  pier  and  sidewalk  to  the  seawall, 
(2)  repairing  the  seawall,  (3)  installing  shoreline  protection,  and  (4)  building  a  new  two- 


Thc  Port  is  proceeding  with  CEQA  review  and  pcrmilling  as  a  single  elTorl.  using  City  slalTand 
eoniraetors  for  review  under  a  single  conlrael.   Port  staffs'  estimate  for  how  this  expenditure  would  he 
allocated  is  as  follows:  Pier  43  '/a.  $165,000;  Brannon  Street  Wharf.  $275,000;  Blue-Greenway  Projects. 
$  1 37.500. 
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block  long  public  promenade  from  Powell  to  Taylor  streets.  The  Promenade  would 
feature  tables,  chairs,  signage  and  views  of  Alcatraz  Island  and  the  historic  rail  arch.  The 
Promenade  would  also  close  a  gap  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Trail. 


Port  Staff  would  conduct  the  engineering  and  design  tasks  enumerated  on  the  following 
page,  primarily  through  a  consultant  contract,  estimated  at  $125/hour: 


DESCRIPTION 


ESTIMATED 
HOURS 


ESTIMATED 
COST 


Topographic  Map/Site  Plan  of  existing  conditions 
Piles  Di\c  Survey  (limited  to  pier  structures  likely  to 
not  be  demolished) 
Survey  -  Location  of  piles,  etc. 


100 


$12,500 


Staictural  Seawall  and  Utilities  Condition  Survey, 
including  potholing 

Geotech  Report,  including  recommendations  for  pile 
driving,  sheet  pile  driving,  fill  placement,  rip-rap 
placement  and  seismic  design  criteria  for  new  wharf 
Conceptual  Engineering  including  design  criteria, 
alternative  concepts  and  cost  estimates, 
constructability,  value  engineering  analyses 


400 
400 
400 


50,000 

50^000 
50,000 


1,200 


50,000 


1,700 


212,500 


Topographic  Map/Site  Plan  for  proposed  project 

200 

25,000 

Demolition  Plan  (arch.,  structure,  and  utilities) 

250 

31,250 

Architectural/Landscape  Plans  and  Details 

320 

40,000 

Civil  Grading  and  Drainage  Plan 

200 

25,000 

Structural  Plans  and  Details 

2,400 

300,000 

Utilities  Plans  and  Details 

240 

30,000 

Traffic  Routing  Support  (DPT  work  order) 

160 

20,000 

Project  Management  (Port  staff) 

1600 

200,000 

Total 

9,570 

$1,196,250 

The  Port's  estimate  for  this  project  includes  a  10%  contingency  in  the  amount  of 
$119,625. 


Blue-Greenwav  Projects  (BG)  -  $1,751,063 


The  Blue  Greenway  is  a  series  of  open  spaces  and  connections  between  them  along  the 
City's  Southeast  waterfront,  beginning  at  China  Basin  at  Mission  Creek  and  extending  to 
the  City  and  County  line  at  Candlestick  State  Park.  Many  of  the  open  spaces  and 
connections  along  the  Blue  Greenway  are  located  within  the  Port's  jurisdiction  and  the 
2008  GO  Bond  funds  will  be  used  to  initiate  some  of  those  improvements. 

Specific  Blue-Greenway  projects  that  are  eligible  to  receive  2008  GO  Bond  funding 
include:  1)  the  development  of  Design  Guidelines  and  programming  options  for  open 
spaces  and  connections  to  ensure  continuity  throughout  the  network  of  open  spaces  and 
connections;  2)  shoreline  improvements  to  Mission  Bay's  Bayfront  Park  to  allow  the  park 
to  meet  the  Bay's  edge;  3)  Pier  70's  Crane  Cove  park;  4)  improvements  and  expansion  to 
Warm  Water  Co\e  Park;  5)  improvements  to  Islais  Creek;  and  6)  an  expanded  and 
improved  Heron's  Head  Park  including  an  improved  park  entrance. 


The  t"olk>wing  outlines  those  elements  that  will  be  included  in  this  first  sale  of  2008  GO 
Bonds: 

BG  Parks  -  Design  Guidelines  &  Community  Planning  -  $220,000 

The  Blue  Greenvvay  Design  Guidelines  will  be  a  document  that  outlines  consistent  design 
solutions  for  the  entire  length  of  the  Blue  Greenway.  This  would  include,  but  not  be 
limited  to  a)  signage  and  way-finding  graphics  (including  a  logo  or  identity),  b) 
educational  or  historical  information,  c)  public  art,  d)  site  furnishings,  e)  trail  and 
pathway  types  and  paving  materials,  and  f)  alternatives  for  programming  of  planned  open 
spaces  that  may  influence  design  considerations.  These  guidelines  will  be  used  for  actual 
open  space  improvements  on  new  and  existing  parks  and  for  connections  between  the 
open  spaces  along  roadways  and  other  types  of  connections.  The  primary  focus  of  these 
guidelines  will  be  for  Port  facilities,  but  will  identify  appropriate  guidelines  for  the  entire 
Blue  Greenway.  The  final  product  will  also  include  a  prioritization  of  projects 
identifying,  the  appropriate  schedule  for  project  implementation. 

The  Port  will  conduct  an  approximately  12-month  community  planning  process  to  further 
define  the  extent  of  improvements,  funding  levels,  and  schedule  for  Blue-Greenway 
projects. 

Port  staff  estimate  that  a  total  of  1,600  hours  of  both  Port  and  City  Department  of  Public 
Works  (to  be  reimbursed  via  work  order)  staff  time  will  be  required  to  complete  this 
process,  estimated  at  $125/hour. 


DESCRIPTION 

ESTIMATED 
HOURS 

ESTIMATED 
COST 

Outreach  Process  Development 

160 

$20,000 

Community  Outreach 

160 

20,000 

Develop  Alternative  Design  Guidelines 

480 

60,000 

Develop  Prioritization 

160 

20,000 

Finalize  Design  Guidelines  and  Specifications 

640 

80,000 

Total 

1,600 

$200,000 

The  Port's  estimate  for  this  project  includes  a  10%  contingency  in  the  amount  of  $20,000. 

Blue  Greenway  Parks  -  Installation  of  Signs,  Site  Furnishings  and  Lighting  -  $550,000 
As  part  of  the  community  planning  process  the  Port  intends  to  develop  standards  for  way 
finding  signs  and  furnishings,  and  pathway  standards  for  connecting  routes  along  the 
Blue-Greenway. 


Estimated  expenditures  consist  of  480  hours  totaling  $60,000  for  preparation  of 
construction  drawings  and  $440,000  for  construction  /  installation  of  some  of  the 
improvements.  Also  included  is  a  10%  contingency  in  the  amount  of  $50,000. 


Bayfront  Park  -  Engineering  and  Design  -  $43 1,063 

Located  at  Terry  A.  Francois  Street,  between  South  Street  and  Mariposa,  this  Project  will 
rebuild  approximately  1 .000  feet  of  shoreline  edge  south  of  Pier  54  (currently  fenced  off) 
to  allow  the  Mission  Bay  Bayfront  Park  to  be  constructed  to  the  water's  edge. 

Port  Staff  would  conduct  the  following  engineering  and  design  tasks,  primarily  through  a 
consultant  contract,  estimated  at  $125/hour: 


DESCRIPTION 

ESTIMATED 
HOURS 

ESTIMATED 
COST 

Topographic  Map/Site  Plan  of  existing  conditions 

no 

$13,750 

Structural  Seawall  and  Utilities  Condition  Survey, 
including  potholing 

220 

27,500 

Geotech  Report,  including  recommendations  for  fill 
placement,  and  rip-rap  placement 

220 

27,500 

Conceptual  Engineering  including  design  criteria, 
alternative  concepts  and  cost  estimates, 
constructability,  value  engineering  analyses 

220 

27,500 

Topographic  Map/Site  Plan  for  proposed  project 

no 

13,750 

Demolition  Plan  (arch.,  structural,  and  utilities) 

275 

34,375 

Architectural/Landscape  Plans  and  Details 

220 

27,500 

Civil  Grading  and  Drainage  Plan 

220 

27,500 

Structural  Plans  and  Details 

220 

27,500 

Utilities  Plans  and  Details 

260 

32,500 

Traffic  Routing  Support  (DPT  work  order) 

180 

22,500 

Project  Management  (Port  staff) 

880 

110,000 

Total 

3,135 

$391,875 

The  Port's  estimate  for  this  project  includes  a  10%  contingency  in  the  amount  of  $39, 188. 

Heron's  Head  Park  -  Construction  -  $550,000 

Located  at  Jenning  Street  and  Cargo  Way  in  the  India  Basin/Bayview  Hunters  Point 
neighborhoods,  this  project  creates  a  Blue-Greenway  gateway  and  approximately  V2 
acre  expanded  park  entry  area  to  help  visitors  locate  Heron's  Head  Park.  The  parking 
area  and  pedestrian  entrance  to  the  park  would  be  improved  to  better  identify  the  park 
and  create  an  entrance  to  this  area  of  the  waterfront. 

Staff  expects  design  costs  to  be  roughly  $60,000,  with  the  improvements  themselves 
costing  the  balance  of  $440,000.  An  additional  $50,000  is  included  in  the  Port's  estimate 
as  a  10%  contingency. 

Summary  of  Port  Projects  and  Funding  in  First  2008  GO  Bond  Issuance 

The  Port's  first  bond  sale  request  consists  of  those  activities  that  can  begin  immediately, 
or  can  be  completed  in  the  very  near  term.  Overall,  the  Port's  request  for  funding  from 
the  first  bond  sale  includes  of  $2,433,125  or  approximately  66%  for  preparatory  work, 
including  CEQA  review,  permitting,  engineering  and  design  work.  Where  construction 
can  be  completed  in  the  very  near  future,  the  Port  has  included  two  projects:  the  Heron's 


Head  Park  project  and  the  project  for  signs,  site  furnishings  and  lighting  improvements  to 
the  Bluc-Greenuay.  The  total  request  for  construction  work  is  S880.000  or 
approximately  249r  of  the  overall  request.  Also  included  is  a  S331.313  or  \0'7c 
contingency  for  the  work  listed  above.  A  composite  summary  of  the  proposed  bond 
expenditures  is  present  below. 


Project  Name 

ESTIMATED 
COST 

CEQA  and  Permitting  -  All  Projects 

$577,500 

Pier  43  Promenade 

1,315,875 

Blue-Greenwav  Projects 

Design  &  Planning 

220,000 

Signs.  Furnishings  &  Lighting 

550,000 

Ba> front  Park  (Mission  Ba\ ) 

431,063 

Heron's  Head 

550,000 

Total 

$3,644,438 

The  Port's  FY  2008-09  capital  budget  includes  $200,000  of  the  $3,644,438  requested  in 
the  first  bond  issuance  to  begin  the  conceptual  engineering  work  for  the  Pier  43 
Promenade  project  because,  as  described  in  more  detail  below,  the  Port  intends  to  use  one 
of  its  as-needed  engineering  contracts  to  complete  the  work  that  it  can  begin  in  August 
2008. 

Mayor  Gavin  Newsom's  Budget  Office  has  directed  the  Port  and  the  Recreation  and 
Parks  Department  to  submit  a  supplemental  appropriation  in  September  2008  for  funding 
from  this  GO  bond  issuance  that  would  be  encumbered  and  spent  beginning  in  October 
2008.  Thus,  Port  staff  will  submit  a  2008  GO  bond  supplemental  appropriation  request 
of  $3,444,438  ($3,644,438  total  requested  2008  GO  bonds  in  first  issuance  less  $200,000 
from  the  Port's  FY  2008-09  capital  budget  =  $3,444,438)  in  September  2008  for  the  Port 
Commission's  review  and  approval. 

Status  of  the  Port's  Open  Space  Projects  included  in  the  2008  GO  Bonds 

The  status  of  the  Port's  open  space  projects  included  in  the  2008  GO  Bond  ballot 
measure  is  as  follows: 

CEQA  Review 

Port  staff  have  submitted  a  CEQA  application  to  the  Department  of  City  Planning  for  all 
of  the  Port's  projects  included  in  the  2008  GO  Bond  ballot  measure.  Port  Staff  expect  the 
Department  of  City  Planning  will  conclude  the  following  as  it  pertains  to  CEQA  for  the 
Port's  parks  projects: 

>  Heron's  Head  Park  entrance  project  and  Blue  Greenway  installation  of  signs,  site 
furnishings,  and  lighting  will  be  exempt  from  CEQA  review.  Port  staff  anticipate 
receiving  this  exemption  the  second  week  of  July  2008. 

>  Brannan  Street  Wharf  may  require  a  supplemental  EIR  as  a  result  of  the  Port's 
proposal  to  demolish  Pier  36  that  is  located  in  the  federal  Historic  District. 


>    Pier  43  Promenade  and  the  Blue-Greenway  projects  will  receive  a  negative 

declaration  finding.  Port  staff  hope  to  receive  this  negative  declaration  during  the 
fall  of  2008. 

Pier  43  Promenade  Project 

Port  staff  are  issuing  a  Request  for  Proposals  (RFP)  under  our  as-needed  engineering 
contracts  to  develop  a  conceptual  engineering  design  for  the  seawall  repair  and  the 
promenade.  Staff  expect  to  issue  a  Contract  Service  Order  (CSO)  for  such  services  by 
the  end  of  August  2008  and  anticipate  completing  the  conceptual  design  by  the  end  of 
June  2009.  At  that  time,  Port  staff  will  issue  an  RFP  for  the  detailed  design  of  the  Pier  43 
promenade  and  anticipate  stalling  construction  by  the  end  of  June  2010. 

Brannan  Street  Wharf 

Port  staff  are  preparing  an  RFP  to  provide  professional  engineering  services  for  design 
and  construction  support  for  the  Brannan  Street  Wharf.  Staff  expect  to  advertise  for  such 
services  by  the  end  of  July  2008  and  anticipate  completing  the  detailed  design  by  the  end 
of  December  2009.  At  that  time,  staff  will  issue  an  RFP  for  the  construction  of  the 
Brannan  Street  Wharf  and  anticipate  starting  construction  by  the  end  of  June  2010. 

Blue-Greenway  Projects 

Blue  Greenway  Design  Guidelines 

Port  staff  has  developed  a  scope  of  work  that  outlines  the  12-month  community  planning 
process  to  develop  the  design  guidelines  and  project  prioritization.  In  addition,  staff  has 
initiated  community  outreach  and  interagency  coordination  to  get  community  and  agency 
"buy  in"  on  the  work  program  and  has  begun  to  assemble  background  information 
necessary  to  move  forward  with  the  work  program.  We  anticipate  formally  initiating  this 
effort  in  September,  2008. 

Bayfront  Park 

Port  staff  has  initiated  the  necessary  coordination  between  the  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency  and  Catellus/Prologis  to  conduct  design  and  improvements  that 
directly  relate  and  rely  on  the  combined  projects. 

Port  staff  has  begun  to  outline  a  work  program  and  scope  to  develop  the  necessary 
geotechnical  analysis  and  design  drawings  and  specifications  that  would  allow 
improvements  to  begin  as  early  as  2010,  which  is  the  anticipated  construction  date  for 
Bayfront  Park.  Staff  anticipates  initiating  the  work  program  this  fall. 

Heron's  Head  Park 

Port  staff  has  begun  developing  a  work  program  for  the  design  phase  of  the  Heron's  Head 
entrance  and  parking  lot  area  that  will  be  included  in  the  Blue  Greenway  planning  effort 
discussed  above.  We  expect  to  complete  the  design  by  summer  2009  when  we  will  bid 
the  construction  contract. 


Conclusion 

In  summary.  Port  staff  has  developed  plans  to  move  forward  with  implementing  the 
waterfront  parks  projects  included  in  the  2008  Clean  and  Safe  Park  General  Obligation 
bond  measure.  At  this  time.  Port  staff  requests  $3,644,438  be  included  in  the  first  bond 
issuance  scheduled  for  August  2008.  Proceeds  would  be  used  primarily  to  fund  planning 
and  engineering  services. 

The  City  expects  the  second  bond  issuance  to  take  place  in  October  2009.  At  that  time, 
Port  staff  plans  to  request  GO  bond  funding  to  develop  detailed  designs  for  the  Blue 
Greenway  projects  that  have  been  identified  through  the  above-described  planning 
process  as  well  as  funding  to  construct  the  Pier  43  Promenade,  Bayfront  Park,  and 
Brannan  Street  Wharf  projects. 


Prepared  by:  Tina  Olson,  Deputy  Director,  Finance  &  Administration 


PORT  COMMISSION 
CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

RESOLUTION  NO.  08-40 

WHEREAS,  On  February  5.  2008  San  Francisco's  voters  approved  a  $185  million 

Clean  and  Safe  Neighborhood  Parks  General  Obligation  bond  measure 
(the  -2008  GO  Bonds");  and 


WHEREAS, 


WHEREAS, 


WHEREAS, 


RESOLVED, 


The  2008  GO  Bonds  include  $33.5  million  for  waterfront  park  projects 
on  Port  property;  and 

The  City  &  County  of  San  Francisco  is  planning  the  first  issuance  of 
the  2008  GO  Bonds  in  August  2008;  and 

Port  Commission  staff  have  identified  $3,644,438  to  be  included  in  the 
first  bond  2008  GO  Bond  issuance  for  Port  waterfront  parks  projects  to 
fund:  (1)  CEQA  review  and  permitting  for  all  of  the  waterfront  parks 
projects;  (2)  the  engineering  design  for  the  Pier  43  Promenade  and 
Bayfront  Park  projects;  (3)  the  Blue-Greenway  planning  efforts; 
developing  Blue-Greenway  design  standards;  (4)  design  and 
construction  of  the  Heron's  Head  Park  entrance  and  parking  lot;  and 
(5)  acquisition  and  installation  of  some  of  the  signs,  furnishings,  and 
lighting  in  the  Blue-Greenway;  therefore  be  it 

That  the  Port  Commission  hereby  approves  including  $3,644,438  in  the 
City's  first  bond  2008  GO  Bond  issuance  for  waterfront  parks  projects 
on  Port  property. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Port  Commission  at  its 
meeting  of  July  8,  2008. 

Secretary 
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MEMORANDUM 


TO: 


July  2,  2008 

MEMBERS,  PORT  COMMISSION 

Hon.  Kimberly  Brandon,  President 

Hon.  Rodney  Fong,  Vice  President 

Hon.  Michael  Hardeman 

Hon.  Ann  Lazarus 

Hon.  Stephanie  Shakofsky 


FROM: 


Monique  Moyer 
Executive  Director 


Ai/^^f 


SUBJECT:      Informational  presentation  regarding  Lease  No.  L- 14564  with  Portco,  Inc.,  for  a 
Ten  Year,  180  Day  Lease  for  premise  located  at  360  Jefferson  Street. 

DIRECTOR'S  RECOMMENDATIONS:  Informational  Only;  No  Action  Required 

Background 

On  August  19,  2005,  the  Port  advertised  a  Request  for  Proposals  ("RFP")  for  a  retail  leasing 
opportunity  at  360  Jefferson  Street  in  Fisherman's  Wharf.  In  this  RFP,  the  Port  solicited 
proposals  from  qualified  respondents  for  the  rehabilitation  and  operation  of  a  retail  storefront 
located  in  the  Fish  Alley  area  of  Fisherman's  Wharf. 

The  RFP  sought  responses  from  qualified  respondents  with  the  demonstrated  ability  to  finance, 
design,  construct,  and  operate  a  retail  storefront.  The  RFP  stated  the  Port  Commission's  intention 
to  select  a  respondent  that  successfully  creates  an  environment  providing  the  surrounding 
neighborhood  and  businesses  with  a  high  quality  retail  experience.  Possible  uses  of  the  site  were 
drawn  from  the  Port's  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan  to  include  the  sale  offish;  restaurants  and  other 
eating  and  drinking  establishments;  retail  connected  with  the  sale  of  high  quality  apparel,  artisan 
and  designer  products;  information  services  to  educate  and  inform  the  public;  and/or  assembly 
and  entertainment  including  theatres,  night  clubs  and  public  markets. 

Responses  were  received  from  Firewood  Cafe/Meyers  Company,  WSE  Group/Fong  Real  Estate, 
and  Portco,  Inc./Nick  Hoppe.  The  initial  selected  bidder  was  a  restaurant  use.  On  August  8,  2006 
the  Port  Commission  approved  the  Exclusive  Negotiation  Agreement  ("ENA")  with  Firewood 
Cafe/Meyers  Company  to  negotiate  a  restaurant  lease  on  mutually  agreeable  terms  and 
conditions.  Following  several  extensions  of  the  ENA,  it  expired  on  July  17,  2007  and  the  Port 
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Commission  approved  termination  of  the  EN  A.  The  primary  reason  cited  by  Firewood 
Cafe/Meyers  Company  for  terminating  the  ENA  was  the  high  cost  necessary  to  convert  a  non- 
restaurant  space  into  a  functioning  restaurant. 

The  second  raniced  respondent  voluntarily  withdrew  its  proposal. 

In  May  2008  Port  staff  engaged  discussions  with  the  next  qualified  respondent,  Portco,  Inc. 
("Portco").  Port  staff  and  Portco  have  agreed  on  mutually  acceptable  terms  and  conditions  for 
development  of  a  retail  space  focused  on  apparel  sales. 

Proposal 

Portco  has  been  actively  involved  in  the  creation  and  development  of  various  retail  and  restaurant 
enterprises  in  San  Francisco's  Fisherman's  Wharf,  Carmel,  and  Monterey.  Founded  in  1979  with 
one  store,  Portco  has  grown  to  a  business  that  generates  over  $16  million  in  revenue  annually. 

Portco  has  been  a  Poil  tenant  for  over  15  years  and  is  a  tenant  in  good  standing.  They  currently 
operate  several  successful  retail  businesses  in  the  Fisherman's  Wharf  area  consisting  of.  The  Bay 
Company,  a  retail  store  located  at  496  Jefferson  Street  and  Cioppino's  Restaurant  located  at  400 
Jefferson  Street.  The  Bay  Company  and  Cioppino's  Restaurant  are  both  tenants  in  good  standing. 

The  proposed  retail  store  at  360  Jefferson  Street  will  be  called  the  Trade  Winds.  The  ambience 
will  have  a  nautical  theme  and  will  concentrate  on  outdoor  clothing  lines  appropriate  for  San 
Francisco  weather.  Trade  Winds  has  the  merchandising  rights  in  the  Fisherman's  Wharf  area  for 
such  top  brands  as  Nautica,  Helly  Hansen,  Timberland,  North  Face,  National  Geographic' s 
Clothes,  Levi  Strauss,  and  Oakley. 

Portco  will  construct  improvements  totaling  more  than  $400,000.  The  development  will  create  a 
lively  new  storefront  that  is  modern  in  design  while  acknowledging  the  maritime  industrial 
character  of  the  Fish  Alley  Historical  District  through  the  use  of  traditional  materials  and  an  active 
interchange  with  the  public  sidewalk  and  Jefferson  Street.  Improvements  will  also  improve  ADA 
accessibility. 

Portco  will  remove  a  large  portion  of  the  non-revenue  producing  second  floor,  leaving  a 
mezzanine  and  adding  an  office  and  bathroom.  This  will  open  up  the  space  to  natural  light  and 
create  a  more  dramatic  shopping  experience.  On  the  first  floor  Portco  will  constmct  ADA 
compliant  bathrooms,  provide  for  ADA  compliant  paths  of  travel,  and  renovate  the  interior  and 
exteriors  finishes. 

Portco  will  renovate  the  sidewalk  and  in  doing  so,  will  repair  the  deficiencies  that  now  exist  on  the 
North  side  of  Jefferson  Street  by  creating  a  pedestrian  friendly  deck-seating  area  that  includes 
native  landscaping.  This  will  greatly  improve  the  accessibility  of  the  pedestrian  side  walk, 
improve  the  access  to  the  store,  and  enhance  the  appearance  of  the  exterior  public  area. 

In  addition  to  an  attractive  structure  that  will  further  enliven  the  North  side  of  Jefferson  Street,  the 
proposed  Portco  lease  will  provide  the  Port  with  significant  revenue  increases  beyond  that  of  the 
current  tenant  as  discussed  below. 
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Revenue  Analysis 

The  existing  tenant  at  360  Jefferson  pays  minimum  rent  of  $3,749  or  $0.94  per  square  foot  per 
month  and  has  not  produced  enough  sales  to  pay  percentage  rent  in  the  past  twelve  months.  In 
contrast,  Portco's  initial  minimum  rent  is  $8,616  or  $4.00  per  square  foot  for  the  first  floor  and 
$1.00  per  square  feet  for  the  second  floor  mezzanine  per  month.  This  represents  an  approximate 
125'7r  increase  over  the  current  tenant  base  rent.  More  significantly,  Portco  is  forecasting  first  year 
sales  in  the  $1.2  million  range  or  $35  to  $40  per  square  foot.  This  represents  a  much  higher  sales 
forecast  than  was  anticipated  in  the  Highest  and  Best  Use  Study  conducted  by  Economic  & 
Planning  Systems  ("EPS")  commissioned  by  the  Port  in  June  2006.  In  that  study  the  lease 
revenues  were  forecast  to  be  in  the  $4,500  to  $6,300  range  and  sales  at  $25  to  $35  per  square  foot. 

Lease  Terms 


TENANT: 
LEASE  NUMBER: 


Portco,  Inc.  a  California  Corporation 
L- 14564 


PREMISES: 


2,499  square  feet  of  improvements  located  at  360  Jefferson 
Street 


USE: 


Apparel  Sales  and  for  no  other  purpose 


LEASE 
COMMENCEMENT  DATE: 


Upon  lease  approval  by  Board  of  Supervisors  and  final 
execution  by  Port,  anticipated  by  October  1,  2008 


RENT 
COMMENCEMENT  DATE: 


180  days  following  the  Commencement  Date 


LEASE 
EXPIRATION  DATE: 


Ten  years  from  Rent  Commencement  Date 


RENEWAL  OPTION: 


One  ( 1 )  Five  year  (5)  option  with  Minimum  and  Percentage  Rent 
Market  Adjustment  provide  Portco  is  a  tenant  in  good  standing. 


INITIAL  MONTHLY  BASE 
RENT: 


$8,616  First  Floor  retail  ($4.00  per  square  foot)  and  Second 
Floor  Mezzanine  ($1.00  per  square  foot) 


RENT  ADJUSTMENT 


PERCENTAGE  RENT: 


3%  each  anniversary  date 
8.75%  of  All  Gross  Sales 


SECURITY  DEPOSIT: 


Tenant  shall  provide  a  Security  Deposit  equal  to  two  (2)  month's 
Base  Rent  in  the  tenth  year  of  Lease 


AS  IS: 


The  Premises  shall  be  accepted  in  their  "as  is"  condition 


TENANT 
IMPROVEMENTS: 


Tenant  improvements  in  the  amount  of  $400,000.  Tenant  shall 
have  the  obligation  and  right  to  design  and  construct  tenant 


Page  3 


improvements  at  tenant  expense,  subject  to  Port  approval  and 
permitting.  Tenant  shall  fully  separate  the  new  building  from 
the  existing  adjacent  building  including  the  separation  of  all 
utilities.    No  rent  credits  or  allowances  to  be  provided  by  Port. 


PERFORMANCE/ 
PAYMENT  BOND: 


Tenant  shall  provide  a  Performance  and  Payment  Bond  in  an 
amount  equal  to  150%  of  the  construction  cost  of  Tenant 
Improvements  per  the  approved  Building  Permit. 


UTILITIES: 


Tenant's  sole  responsibility 


INSURANCE: 


Tenant  shall  provide  insurance  coverage  acceptable  to  Port  and 
City  Risk  Manager. 


ENVIRONMENTAL 
REVIEW: 


The  use  is  a  continuation  of  an  existing  use  and  is  therefore 
exempt  under  the  General  Rule  Exclusion  pursuant  to  the 
California  Environmental  Act. 


CITY  REQUIREMENTS: 


The  lease  shall  include  provisions  requiring  Tenant  to  comply 
with  all  applicable  City  laws  (including,  but  not  limited  to,  Non- 
Discrimination,  First  Source  Hiring,  Health  Benefits  Coverage, 
Limitation  on  Contributions,  Prevailing  Wages  and  other 
applicable  laws). 


Staff  Recommendation 

Port  staff  will  bring  this  proposed  lease  back  to  the  next  Port  Commission  meeting  and  recommend 
that  the  Port  Commission  adopt  the  resolution  approving  Lease  No.  L- 14564,  and  authorizing  the 
Executive  Director  to  forward  the  lease  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for  approval  pursuant  to 
Board's  authorization  under  Charter  Section  9.1 18,  and  upon  the  effectiveness  of  such  approval, 
execute  the  lease. 


Prepared  by:     Jeffrey  A.  Bauer,  Senior  Leasing  Manager 
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TO: 


PORTo^ 

SAN  FRANCISCO 

MEMORANDUM 

July  2,  2008 

MEMBERS,  PORT  COMMISSION 

Hon.  Kimberly  Brandon,  President 
Hon.  Rodney  Fong,  Vice  President 
Hon.  Ann  Lazarus 
Hon.  Michael  Hardeman 
Hon.  Stephanie  Shakofsky 


FROM:  Monique  A.  Moyer  i  1  y^J^T^ 


Executive  Director 

SUBJECT:     Request  approval  of  License  No.  14321,  including  the  waiver  of  fees, 

between  the  Port  and  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  for  a  Kayak 
Boat  Ramp  located  at  China  Basin  Channel. 

DIRECTOR'S  RECOMMENDATION:     Approve  Resolution. 


BACKGROUND 


On  September  17,  1998,  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  ("Agency")  approved 
Redevelopment  Plans  for  the  Mission  Bay  North  and  Mission  Bay  South  Redevelopment 
Projects.  On  the  same  date,  the  Agency  adopted  related  resolutions,  which  authorized 
execution  of  Owner  Participation  Agreements  ("OPAs")  and  related  documents  between 
Catellus  Development  Corporation  ("Catellus"),  the  original  master  developer  of  the 
Mission  Bay  Redevelopment  Project  Areas,  and  the  Agency. 

Under  the  Plan,  Catellus  will  construct  41  acres  of  public  open  space  on  parcels  of  land  in 
the  North  Plan  and  South  Plan  areas  owned  by  the  City  and  Port  of  San  Francisco  ("Open 
Space  Parcels"). 

On  November  16,  2001,  the  Agency  and  the  City  acting  by  and  through  the  Port  entered 
into  a  master  ground  lease  (the  "Master  Lease")  with  respect  to  all  property  located 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Port  to  implement  the  improvement  of  public  open  space, 
parks  and  plazas.  Each  Open  Space  Parcel  will  be  developed  concurrently  with  the 
adjacent  residential  and  commercial  phase.  The  lease  between  the  Port  and  the  Agency 
for  each  Open  Space  Parcel  will  become  effective  when  improvements  have  been 
completed  and  accepted  by  the  Agency  and  the  Port  on  behalf  of  the  City.  Under  the 
Master  Lease,  the  Agency  is  responsible  for  managing  and  operating  the  Open  Space 
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Parcels  until  2043.  After  2043,  the  Open  Space  Parcels  will  most  likely  revert  to  the 
appropriate  City  agency  such  as  the  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation  or  the  Port.  At 
the  option  of  the  Port,  the  licensee  must  remove  the  improvements  at  the  end  of  the  term. 

Catellus  has  sold  its  remaining  undeveloped  land  in  Mission  Bay  to  FOCIL-MB,  LLC 
("FOCIL-MB"),  a  subsidiary  of  Farallon  Capital  Management,  LLC,  and  a  large 
investment  management  firm.  FOCIL-MB  has  assumed  all  of  Catellus's  obligations  for 
the  Mission  Bay  Redevelopment  Projects,  as  well  as  all  responsibilities  under  the  related 
public  improvement  agreements  and  land  transfer  agreements  with  the  City. 

One  of  the  planned  public  access  projects  includes  a  public  kayak  boat  ramp  and  launch 
facility  ("Kayak  Ramp")  located  in  China  Basin  Channel  adjacent  to  the  open  space  area 
known  as  "NP4."  However,  neither  the  North  OPA  nor  the  North  Infrastructure  Plan 
identifies  with  specificity  the  maintenance  responsibilities  for  the  Kayak  Ramp 
subsequent  to  FOCIL-MB 's  construction  and  dedication  of  the  Kayak  Ramp  to  the  City, 

On  November  9,  2006,  the  Port  issued  Building  Permit  No.  7204-336-05  to  FOCIL- 
MB  for  construction  of  the  Kayak  Ramp  with  the  understanding  that  before  the  Kayak 
Ramp  opened  for  public  use  the  Port  and  the  Agency  would  enter  into  a  license 
agreement,  which  would  set  forth  maintenance  responsibilities  by  the  Agency. 
Pursuant  to  its  obligations  under  the  North  OPA,  FOCIL-MB  has  now  completed  the 
construction  of  the  Kayak  Ramp,  and  the  Port  and  the  Agency  have  negotiated  License 
No.  14321  for  its  operation  and  maintenance,  under  the  terms  described  below. 

PROPOSED  TERMS  FOR  LICENSE  NO.  14321 


License  Area: 


Permitted  Use: 


Term: 


Approximately  1,192  square  feet  of  Port  property  located  at  the 
China  Basin  Canal  in  the  Mission  Bay  North  Redevelopment 
Area,  as  further  illustrated  in  Exhibit  A  attached  hereto,  together 
with  any  and  all  improvements  and  alterations  thereto. 

The  Permitted  Use  shall  be  for  operation  of  a  public  kayak  boat 
ramp  and  launch  facility.  The  Licensee  shall  have  the  right  to 
use,  maintain,  and  enter  for  maintenance,  construction  and  repair 
purposes  the  License  Area,  which  includes  the  Kayak  Boat  Ramp 
and  Launch  Facility  including  without  limitation,  all 
improvements  and  alterations.  The  License  Area  and  facilities 
must  be  open  to  the  public.  All  persons  entering  the  License 
Area  and  all  property  and  equipment  placed  therein  are  presumed 
to  be  with  the  express  authorization  of  Licensee.  Licensee 
assumes  all  responsibility  for  the  safety  of  all  persons  and 
property  on  the  License  Area  pursuant  to  this  License. 

From  the  Commencement  Date  (November  9,  2006)  until  the 
termination  or  expiration  in  2043  of  Licensee's  Park  Ground 
Lease  for  Park  NP4  with  certain  extensions  upon  Port's  consent. 
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but  not  to  exceed  sixty-six  (66)  years. 

License  Fee:  Since  the  Licensee  will  not  be  generating  income  from  the  use  of 

the  License  Area  and  will  maintain  and  operate  the  facilities  for 
the  benefit  of  the  public,  the  Port  shall  waive  the  License  Fee. 
However,  if  at  any  time  during  the  Term  of  this  License, 
Licensee  or  its  assigns  generate  revenue  from  the  use  of  the 
License  Area,  Licensee  shall  pay  to  Port  License  Fees  in 
accordance  with  the  Port's  annual  Rental  Rate  Schedule, 
including  late  charges. 

Security  Deposit:  $10,000.00  as  security  for  the  faithful  performance  by  Licensee 

of  all  terms,  conditions  and  covenants  of  this  License. 

Maintenance  &  Repair:  Licensee  shall  at  all  times,  and  at  its  sole  cost  and  expense, 

maintain  and  repair  in  good  and  working  order,  condition  and 
repair  the  License  Area  and  all  improvements  and  alterations 
thereon  including,  without  limitation,  the  public  kayak  boat  ramp 
and  launch  facilities.  Port  shall  not  be  obligated  to  make  any 
repairs,  replacement  or  renewals  of  any  kind,  nor  to  any 
improvements  or  alterations  now  or  in  the  future.  Port  shall  not 
be  obligated  to  dredge  the  License  Area  or  approaches.  In  the 
event  that  Licensee,  its  agents  or  invitees  cause  any  damage 
(excepting  ordinary  wear  and  tear)  to  the  License  Area,  Port  may 
repair  the  same  at  Licensee's  expense  and  Licensee  shall 
immediately  reimburse  Port. 


Other  New/Updated  License  Provisions: 

The  License  will  include  all  City  Requirements  now  in  effect  and  all  current  standard 
license  provisions  relating  to  security  deposits,  licensee  defaults,  updated  insurance 
requirements,  and  hazardous  materials,  among  others. 

RECOMMENDATION 

This  License  with  the  Agency  is  a  maritime/public  access  license,  which  contributes  to 
the  Port's  maritime  and  public  access  trust  mission.  Port  staff  recommends  approval  of 
License  No.  14321  between  the  Port  and  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency. 


Prepared  by:     Mark  Lozovoy,  Assistant  Deputy  Director,  Real  Estate 
For:  Susan  Reynolds,  Deputy  Director  of  Real  Estate 
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PORT  COMMISSION 
CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

RESOLUTION  NO.  08-41 


WHEREAS, 


WHEREAS, 


WHEREAS, 


Charter  Section  B3.581  empowers  the  Port  Commission  with  the 
authority  and  duty  to  use,  conduct,  operate,  maintain,  manage, 
regulate  and  control  the  lands  within  Port  jurisdiction;  and 

On  November  16,  2001,  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 
("Agency")  and  the  City  acting  by  and  through  the  Port  entered 
into  a  master  ground  lease  (the  "Master  Lease")  with  respect  to  all 
property  located  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Port,  within  the 
Mission  Bay  Redevelopment  area  to  implement  the  improvement 
of  public  open  space,  parks  and  plazas.  The  lease  between  the  Port 
and  the  Agency  for  each  open  space  parcel  will  become  effective 
when  improvements  have  been  completed  and  accepted  by  the 
Agency  and  the  Port  on  behalf  of  the  City.  Under  the  Master 
Lease,  the  Agency  is  responsible  for  managing  and  operating  the 
open  space  parcels  until  2043;  and 

One  of  the  planned  public  access  projects  includes  a  public  kayak 
boat  ramp  and  launch  facility  ("Kayak  Ramp")  located  in  China 
Basin  Channel  adjacent  to  the  open  space  area  known  as  "NP4;" 
and 


WHEREAS, 


On  November  9,  2006,  the  Port  issued  Building  Permit  No.  7204- 
336-05  to  FOCIL-MB  for  construction  of  the  Kayak  Ramp  with 
the  understanding  that  before  the  Kayak  Ramp  opened  for  public 
use  the  Port  and  the  Agency  would  enter  into  a  license  agreement, 
which  would  set  forth  maintenance  responsibilities  by  the  Agency; 
and 


WHEREAS, 
RESOLVED, 


RESOLVED, 


Port  and  the  Agency  have  negotiated  License  No.  14321  under  the 
terms  described  in  the  staff  report;  now  therefore,  be  it 

that  the  Port  Commission  hereby  consents  to  License  No.  14321 
with  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  for  operation  of  a 
public  kayak  boat  ramp  and  launch  facility  at  China  Basin 
Channel,  and  such  other  terms  as  are  described  in  the  staff  report 
and  are  on  file  with  the  Commission  secretary;  and  be  it  further 

that  the  Executive  Director  or  her  designee  is  hereby  authorized  to 
execute  all  such  appropriate  documentation  as  she  deems  necessary 
or  appropriate  to  implement  this  Resolution  in  a  form  approved  by 
the  City  Attorney's  office,  such  determination  to  be  conclusively 


evidenced  by  the  execution  and  delivery  by  the  Executive  Director, 
or  her  designee  of  any  such  document. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Port  Commission  at  its 
meeting  of  July  8,  2008 


Secretary 


H 


INITIALS:      PORT: 


PORTo   . 

SAN  FRANCISCO 


MEMORANDUM 


July  2,  2008 


TO:  MEMBERS,  PORT  COMMISSION 

Hon.  Kimberly  Brandon,  President 

Hon.  Rodney  Fong,  Vice  President 

Hon.  Michael  Hardeman 

Hon.  Ann  Lazarus 

Hon.  Stephanie  Shakofsky 

FROM:  MoniqueMoyer  ^U^^^^'v) 

Executive  Director 

SUBJECT:      Request  approval  of  a  sixty  (60)  month  lease,  Lease  No.  L- 14526,  between 
the  Port,  as  landlord,  and  One  Big  Man,  One  Big  Truck  Moving  Co.,  Inc., 
as  tenant,  for  office  space  and  storage  space  at  401  Terry  Francois 
Boulevard,  which  includes  a  right  of  termination  by  tenant. 

DIRECTOR'S  RECOMMENDATION:  Approve  the  proposed  lease 

I.    BACKGROUND 

One  Big  Man,  One  Big  Truck  Moving  Co.,  Inc.,  a  California  corporation,  which  has 
leased  office  space  and  parking  from  the  Port  since  the  late  1990's,  wishes  to  renew  its 
office  lease  at  401  Terry  Francois  Blvd.,  Suite  126,  for  a  term  of  sixty  months.  One  Big 
Man,  One  Big  Truck  Moving  Co.,  Inc.,  a  San  Francisco  based  moving  company,  is  a 
tenant  in  good  standing  with  the  Port. 

One  Big  Man,  One  Big  Truck  also  has  an  existing  parking  lease  (Lease  No.  L-14154) 
with  the  Port  at  Pier  48  14  for  its  moving  trucks  and  vans,  which  expires  on  December  31, 
2009.  Because  the  term  of  the  proposed  office  lease  expires  three  years,  seven  months 
after  the  expiration  of  the  parking  lease.  One  Big  Man,  One  Big  Truck  requested  a  right 
of  termination  should  One  Big  Man,  One  Big  Truck  not  be  able  to  renew  its  existing 
parking  lease  or  enter  into  a  new  parking  lease  with  the  Port  for  parking  premises  of  the 
same  approximate  square  foot  area  at  a  mutually  agreeable  location.  Should  the  Port's 
maritime  or  development  needs  preclude  One  Big  Man,  One  Big  Truck  from  renewing  or 
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executing  a  new  parking  lease,  the  proposed  lease  gives  One  Big  Man,  One  Big  Truck  the 
right  to  terminate  office  Lease  No.  L- 14526  by  providing  the  Port  with  written  notice  of 
its  intent  to  terminate  not  less  than  ninety  (90)  days  and  not  more  than  one  hundred 
twenty  (120)  days  prior  to  the  expiration  date  of  its  parking  lease  (Lease  No.  L-14154). 

This  lease  renewal  is  brought  before  the  Port  Commission  for  its  approval  because  the 
Port  Commission's  approved  boilerplate  lease  does  not  contain  a  right  of  termination  by 
tenant.  Should  One  Big  Man,  One  Big  Truck  exercise  its  right  of  termination.  Port  staff 
believes  that  due  to  the  strong  demand  for  such  office  space,  the  subject  lease  premises 
would  be  easily  re-leased  resulting  in  no  financial  impact  to  the  Port.  All  other  terms  and 
conditions,  including  rental  rate,  conform  to  the  Port's  Commission's  previously 
approved  terms  and  conditions. 


II.        PROPOSED  TERMS 


Tenant: 


Premises: 


Use: 


One  Big  Man,  One  Big  Truck  Moving  Co.,  Inc.,  a  California 
corporation 

401  Terry  Francois  Blvd.,  Suite  126,  comprising  approximately 
598  rentable  square  feet  of  office  space  and  69  rentable  square 
feet  of  storage  space. 

The  premises  shall  be  used  for  general  office  purposes  and 
related  storage  and  for  no  other  purpose. 


Term: 


The  lease  shall  have  a  term  of  sixty  (60)  months,  commencing 
on  August  1,  2008  and  expiring  on  July  31,  2013. 


Right  of  Termination: 


Base  Rent: 


Tenant  shall  have  the  right  to  terminate  the  lease,  should  as  a 
result  of  the  needs  of  the  Port  it  be  unable  to  renew  its  existing 
parking  lease  (L-14154)  or  enter  into  a  new  parking  lease  with 
the  Port  for  parking  premises  of  the  same  approximate  square 
foot  area  and  at  a  mutually  agreeable  location,  by  providing 
written  notice  to  the  Port  of  its  intent  to  terminate  not  less  than 
ninety  (90)  days  and  not  more  than  one  hundred  twenty  (120) 
days  prior  to  the  expiration  date  of  its  parking  lease. 

Base  Rent  for  the  initial  year  shall  be  $1,491 .55/mo.  or 
$2.35/sf/mo.  for  office  space  and  $1.25/sf/mo.  for  storage 
space,  which  rental  rates  comply  with  the  2008-2009  Minimum 
Monthly  Rental  Rate  Schedule.  Base  Rents  for  the  remaining 
term  escalates  three  percent  (3%)  annually  on  each  August  V\ 


Rent  Commencement:       The  rent  shall  commence  on  August  1,  2008. 


Rent  Credit: 


A  maximum  rent  credit  of  Sixteen  Hundred  Eighty-Seven 
Dollars  and  Fifty  Cents  ($1,687.50)  for  painting  the  premises. 
This  rent  credit  was  granted  to  repair  wall  and  ceiling  water 
damage  caused  by  building  exterior  water  leaks.  In  order  to 
receive  the  rent  credit,  One  Big  Man,  One  Big  Truck  must 
meet  various  conditions,  some  of  which  are:  (i)  complete  the 
painting  within  two  months  of  the  lease  conmiencement  date; 
(ii)  within  thirty  days  following  completion  of  the  painting 
provide  to  Port  and  Port  has  reviewed  and  approved  copies  of 
cancelled  checks  and  invoices  marked  "Paid"  evidencing  proof 
of  such  expenditures;  and  (iii)  One  Big  Man,  One  Big  Truck  is 
not  in  default  of  any  term  or  condition  of  the  lease. 


Maintenance 
and  Repairs: 


Port  shall  be  responsible  for  maintenance  and  repair  of  the 
premises  and  common  areas. 


Utilities  and  Services: 


Port  shall  be  responsible  for  providing  heat,  electricity,  water 
and  janitorial  services. 


Security  Deposit: 


Equal  to  two  (2)  months'  rent  in  the  fifth  year  of  the  lease. 


III.       RECOMMENDATION 

Staff  recommends  that  the  San  Francisco  Port  Commission  approve  Lease  No.  14526  for 
the  lease  of  401  Terry  Francois  Blvd.,  Suite  126  with  One  Big  Man,  One  Big  Truck 
Moving  Co.,  Inc.  and  authorize  the  Executive  Director  or  her  designee  to  execute  the 
lease. 


Prepared  by:  Jerry  Romani,  Commercial  Property  Manager 
For:  Susan  Reynolds,  Deputy  Director  Real  Estate 


PORT  COMMISSION 
CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

RESOLUTION  NO.  08-42 


WHEREAS, 


WHEREAS, 


WHEREAS, 


WHEREAS, 


By  Resolution  No.  93-127,  adopted  September  8,  1993,  and  as 
amended  by  Resolution  No.  93-135,  this  Commission  authorized 
the  Executive  Director  to  approve  and  execute  leases  that  conform 
to  all  of  the  Leasing  Parameters  set  forth  in  Resolution  Nos.  93- 
127  and  93-135;  and 

Said  Leasing  Parameters  provide  that  leases  so  approved  and 
executed  shall  have  terms  that  conform  to  the  Rental  Rate 
Schedule  adopted  and  amended  periodically  by  the  Port 
Commission;  and 

The  office  building  located  at  401  Terry  Francois  Boulevard  in  the 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  has  a  number  tenants  whose 
leases  have  expired  and  continue  on  month-to-month  holdover 
tenancies;  and 

Port  Staff  have  negotiated  an  office  lease  renewal  with  One  Big 
Man,  One  Big  Truck  Moving  Co.,  Inc.,  a  tenant  in  good  standing, 
(the  "Lease")  for  the  lease  premises  at  401  Terry  Francois  Blvd., 
Suite  126;  and 


WHEREAS, 


WHEREAS, 


WHEREAS, 


Tenant  also  leases  approximately  4,200  square  feet  of  paved  land 
from  the 

Port  at  Pier  48  V2  for  parking  of  vehicles  used  in  its  business  and 
said  parking  lease  expires  on  December  3 1 ,  2009  (the  "Parking 
Lease  Expiration  Date");  and 

Tenant  has  requested  that  should  the  Port's  needs  preclude  it  from 
renewing  its  existing  parking  lease  or  entering  into  a  new  parking 
lease  with  the  Port  for  parking  premises  of  the  same  approximate 
square  foot  area  at  a  mutually  agreeable  location,  it  will  have  the 
right  to  terminate  the  Lease  by  serving  advance  written  notice  to 
the  Port  not  less  than  ninety  (90)  and  not  more  than  one  hundred 
twenty  (120)  days  prior  to  the  Parking  Lease  Expiration  Date;  and 

Should  tenant  exercise  its  right  of  termination,  Port  staff  believes 
that  due  to  the  strong  demand  for  such  office  space,  the  subject 
lease  premises  would  be  easily  re-leased  resulting  in  no  financial 
impact  to  the  Port;  and 


WHEREAS, 


RESOLVED, 


RESOLVED, 


Due  to  the  aforementioned  tenant's  right  of  termination  for  One 
Big  Man,  One  Big  Truck  Moving  Co.,  Inc.  the  Lease  requires 
approval  by  the  Port  Commission;  now,  therefore  be  it 

That  the  Port  Commission  hereby  approves  Lease  No.  14526  for 
the  lease  of  Suite  126  at  401  Terry  Francois  Blvd.  with  One  Big 
Man,  One  Big  Truck  Moving  Co.,  Inc.,  which  comprises  an 
approximate  area  of  598  rentable  square  feet  of  office  space  and  69 
rentable  square  feet  of  storage  space;  and,  be  it  further 

That  the  base  rent  for  this  full  service  office  lease,  with  a  sixty  (60) 
term  commencing  on  August  1,  2008,  shall  be  $1,491.55  per 
month,  which  rent  is  in  accordance  with  the  2008-2009  Rental 
Rate  Schedule;  and,  be  it  further 


RESOLVED, 


That  the  Port  Commission  authorizes  the  Executive  Director  or  her 
designee  to  execute  the  Lease  and  enter  into  any  additional 
documents  including  non-material  modification  to  the  Lease,  as 
she  deems  necessary  or  appropriate,  in  consultation  with  the  City 
Attorney,  to  consummate  the  transactions  contemplated  hereby  or 
to  otherwise  effectuate  the  purpose  and  intent  of  this  Resolution, 
such  determination  to  be  conclusively  evidenced  by  the  execution 
and  delivery  by  the  Executive  Director  or  her  designee  of  any  such 
documents. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Port  Commission  at  its 
meeting  of  July  8,  2008. 


Secretary 
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CITY  &  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
PORT  COMMISSION 

MINUTES  OF  THE  MEETING 
JULY  8,  2008 

1 .  CALL  TO  ORDER  /  ROLL  CALL 

Commission  President  Kimberly  Brandon  called  the  meeting  to  order  at  1:32  p.m.  The 
following  Commissioners  were  present:  Kimberly  Brandon,  Rodney  Fong,  Michael 
Hardeman  and  Ann  Lazarus.  Commissioner  Stephanie  Shakofsky  was  not  present. 

2.  APPROVAL  OF  MINUTES   -     June  10,  2008 

The  Commission  Secretary  indicated  that  under  Item  14,  Adjournment,  Commissioner 
Fong  seconded  the  motion  instead  of  Commissioner  Hardeman. 

ACTION:  Commissioner  Lazarus  moved  approval  of  the  minutes  as  amended; 
Commissioner  Hardeman  seconded  the  motion.  All  of  the  Commissioners  were  in  favor. 
The  minutes  of  the  June  1 0,  2008  meeting  were  adopted. 

3.  PUBLIC  COMMENT  ON  EXECUTIVE  SESSION 

4.  EXECUTIVE  SESSION 

A.      Vote  on  whether  to  hold  closed  session  to  confer  with  Legal  Counsel  and  Real 
Property  Negotiator. 

ACTION:  Commissioner  Lazarus  moved  approval;  Commissioner  Fong  seconded  the 
motion.  All  of  the  Commissioners  were  in  favor. 

At  1:33  p.m.,  the  Port  Commission  withdrew  to  executive  session  to  discuss  the 
following: 

(1)     CONFERENCE  WITH  LEGAL  COUNSEL  REGARDING  EXISTING 
LITIGATION  MATTER. 

a.    Discuss  existing  litigation  matter  pursuant  to  California  Government  Code 
Section  54956.9(a)  and  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  Section  67.10 
(a)  and  (d)  (2  cases): 

i.     Henrietta  Currier  v.  City  and  Countv  of  San  Francisco  and  Union  Pacific 
Railroad  Companv:  and  related  cross-action.  San  Francisco  Superior 
Court  Case  No.  CGC-07-467623,  filed  September  27,  2007.  Discussion 
and  possible  approval  of  proposed  settlement  of  litigation  alleging 
personal  injuries  and  dangerous  condition  on  Port  property.  Proposed 
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settlement  of  litigation  upon  terms  which  include  Port's  payment  of 
$25,000  and  Union  Pacific  Railroad  Company's  payment  of  $25,000,  in 
exchange  for  plaintiffs  dismissal  of  litigation  and  fiill  and  final  release 
of  claims. 

ii.    Macon  Inc.,  Cornerstone  Properties  II  S,  LLC,  and  Walden  Mission  Bay 
I  LLC  V.  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Port  of  San  Francisco,  State 
of  California,  State  Lands  Commission,  et  al.  (San  Francisco  Superior 
Court,  Case  No.  CGC07-460994) 

(2)  CONFERENCE  WITH  REAL  PROPERTY  NEGOTIATOR  -  This  is 
specifically  authorized  under  California  Government  Code  Section  54956.8. 
This  session  is  closed  to  any  non-City/Port  representative.  * 

a.  Property:  Piers  15/17 

Person  Negotiating:  Port:  Byron  Rhett,  Deputy  Director,  Planning  & 

Development 

*The  Exploratorium:  Dennis  Bartels 

b.  Property:  Pier  Yi 

Person  Negotiating:  Port:  Byron  Rhett,  Deputy  Director,  Planning  & 

Development 

*Equity  Office  Partners:  Harout  Hagopian 

c.  Property:  SWL  352  at  Amador  Street 

Person  Negotiating:  Port:  Brad  Benson,  Special  Projects  Manager 

*Raisch  Products,  Inc.:  Doug  Raisch 

*SF  Recycling  &  Disposal:  Maurice  Quillen 

d.  Property:  Pier  92 

Person  Negotiating:  Port:  Brad  Benson,  Special  Projects  Manager 
*Darling  Delaware:  Don  DeSmet 

(3)  Discussion  of  Executive  Director's  Performance  Evaluation  for  Fiscal  Year 
2008-09  pursuant  to  Section  67.10(b)  of  the  Administrative  Code  and  Section 
54957(b)  of  the  California  Government  Code.  TfflS  ITEM  WAS  TAKEN 
OFF  THE  CALENDAR. 

5.       RECONVENE  IN  OPEN  SESSION 

At  3:20  p.m.,  the  Commission  withdrew  from  executive  session  and  reconvened  in  open 
session. 

ACTION:  Commissioner  Fong  made  a  motion  to  adjourn  executive  session  and  reconvene 
in  open  session;  Commissioner  Hardeman  seconded  the  motion.  All  of  the  Commissioners 
were  in  favor. 
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ACTION:  Commissioner  Fong  made  a  motion  to  not  disclose  any  information  discussed  in 
executive  session  with  the  exception  that  the  Port  Commission  voted  to  approve  the 
proposed  settlement  of  litigation  between  Henrietta  Currier  v.  CCSF  upon  the  terms  set 
forth  in  the  agenda  for  this  meeting.  The  Commission  voted  in  executive  session  as 
follows:  Commissioner  Brandon  -  yes;  Commissioner  Fong  -  yes;  Commissioner 
Hardeman  -  no;  Commissioner  Lazarus  -  yes. 

Commissioner  Fong  made  a  motion  to  continue  closed  session  after  the  open  session; 
Commissioner  Hardeman  seconded  the  motion.  All  of  the  Commissioners  were  in  favor. 

ANNOUNCEMENT  OF  PROHIBITION  OF  SOUND  PRODUCING  DEVICES 
DURING  THE  MEETING 

The  Commission  Secretary  announced  that  the  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers, 
and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting.  The  Chair 
may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the 
ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone,  pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  device. 

The  Commission  Secretary  indicated  that  resolution  numbers  08-38  to  08-41  have  already 
been  used.  Therefore,  new  resolution  numbers  (08-43  to  08-46)  have  been  assigned  to  the 
agenda  items  as  noted  in  the  revised  copy  of  today's  agenda  provided  to  the  Commission 
and  to  the  public. 

EXECUTIVE 

A.      Executive  Director's  Report:  Acting  Executive  Director  Susan  Reynolds  reported  the 
following: 

•     Capsized  Fishing  Vessel,  June  19.  2008  -  On  June  19,  2008  at  approximately 
10:35  a.m.,  "Reward"  a  commercial  fishing  vessel,  with  four  persons  on  board 
capsized  off  of  Pier  45  east  of  the  mouth  to  the  Hyde  Street  Commercial 
Harbor.  The  United  States  Coast  Guard  (USCG)  viewed  and  responded  to  the 
incident  while  on  routine  patrols.  The  USCG  pulled  the  four  persons  from  the 
water.  An  Incident  Command  lead  by  the  USCG  including  the  San  Francisco 
Police  Marine  Unit,  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  and  the  Port  was  established 
to  recover  the  sunken  boat.  After  rescuing  the  crew,  the  response  efforts  focused 
on  protecting  the  environment  and  vessel  navigation.  The  USCG  'Federalized' 
the  response  after  determining  that  the  vessel  owner  did  not  have  the  financial 
means  to  recover  the  vessel.  National  Response  Environmental  Services  was 
contracted  by  the  USCG  to  recover  the  vessel  and  to  contain  all  environmental 
hazards.  The  recovery  efforts  continued  on  June  20,  2008  with  the  Port  Divers 
participating  in  a  critical  role  to  position  slings  under  the  boat  so  that  a  Sheedy 
crane  could  raise  the  vessel.  The  vessel  was  raised,  dewatered,  inspected  for 
structural  integrity,  and  then  authorized  to  be  towed  to  a  berth  at  Hyde  Street 
Harbor. 
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update  on  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  (SFPUC)  Sewer  Line 
Repairs  at  Seawall  Lot  351  -  Manfred  Wong,  SFPUC  Project  Manager,  indicated 
that  they  identified  a  possible  sewage  leak  at  SWL  351  and  deemed  it  possible  to 
be  caused  by  a  leak  in  the  36"  force  main.  This  force  main  is  a  low  pressure  pipe 
that  conveys  waste  water  from  the  northern  part  of  San  Francisco  including  the 
Marina,  Fisherman's  Wharf,  Pier  39,  etc.  It's  an  important  facility  force.  It  is 
approximately  30  years  old.  It's  been  working  24  hours,  7  days  a  week.  It's  very 
difficult  to  get  to;  it  has  a  depth  of  20  feet.  It's  located  underneath  some  of  their 
sewer  boxes.  It's  difficult  for  them  to  work  there  because  of  the  fact  that  they 
have  to  schedule  work  based  on  the  tidal  schedule.  When  it's  high  tide,  they  can't 
work.  They  also  have  to  avoid  the  daylight  hours  because  of  the  Embarcadero 
traffic.  Right  now,  with  the  Port's  assistance,  they  were  able  to  work  within  the 
sidewalk  area  of  the  parking  lot.  They  have  a  staging  area  in  the  parking  lot.  They 
have  been  able  to  excavate  down  to  the  pipe.  They've  identified  the  leak  but  have 
not  been  able  to  pinpoint  it  yet.  They  are  currently  looking  at  the  most  unintrusive 
way  of  getting  into  the  force  main.  They  have  been  working  inside  the  sewer  box 
underneath  the  Embarcadero  instead  of  working  from  the  surface.  That  would  be 
less  intrusive  to  the  surrounding  area.  They  will  continue  to  work  there  in  terms  of 
identifying  the  leak  and  repairing  it.  He  thanked  the  Port  Commission,  staff  for 
their  support  and  cooperation  in  this  emergency  work.  Their  goal  is  to  pinpoint 
the  leak,  repair  it,  and  resume  full  operation.  It's  a  very  important  facility  for 
SFPUC  and  San  Francisco.  They  appreciate  the  Port's  and  the  neighbors' 
continued  patience.  They  will  be  happy  to  come  back  to  the  Port  Commission 
once  the  repairs  are  made  to  provide  a  complete  report. 

2008  Fourth  of  Julv  Celebration  on  the  Waterfront  -  The  4'^  of  July  celebration 
and  fireworks  was  safe  and  successful.  There  were  no  incidents  reported  other 
than  too  much  fog. 

Fisherman's  Wharf  Community  Benefit  District  and  City  Planning  Department's 
Fisherman's  Wharf  Public  Realm  Plan  Workshop:  Friday,  July  1 L  2008  from  1-4 
p.m.  at  the  Hyatt  Fisherman's  Wharf  located  at  555  North  Point  Street  -  The  first 
community  workshop  for  the  Fisherman's  Wharf  Public  Realm  Plan  will  take 
place  on  Friday,  July  1 1  from  1pm  to  5pm  at  the  Hyatt  Fisherman's  Wharf  Hotel. 
The  public  is  invited  to  come  and  share  ideas  for  improving  the  streets  and  public 
spaces  of  Fisherman's  Wharf 

At  this  meeting,  the  public  will  be  invited  to  discuss  draft  ideas  for: 

*  Redesigning  Jefferson  Street 

*  Design  guidelines  for  new  development 

*  Streetscape  design  throughout  the  Wharf 

*  Opportunities  for  new  and  refurbished  open  spaces 

*  Parking  and  circulation  plan 

The  meeting  will  be  chaired  by  Neil  Hrushowy  from  the  City's  Planning 
Department  in  conjunction  with  the  Fisherman's  Wharf  Community  Benefit 
District  (CBD) 
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Pier  70  Master  Plan  Community  Workshop  -  July  17,  2008  at  5:30  p.m.  at  Pier  1  - 
Please  join  Port  staff,  commissioners  and  the  Pier  70  consultant  team  to  review 
elements  of  the  developing  Preferred  Master  Plan  for  the  Pier  70  area  on  July  17 
at  5:30  at  Pier  1.  The  workshop  will  focus  on  responding  to  the  comments 
received  from  the  community  and  will  include  a  historic  preservation  strategy; 
recommended  land  uses,  transportation  and  site  circulation,  new  infill 
development  height,  density  and  character  of  development;  open  space 
opportunities  and  a  recommended  financial  strategy. 

"Cool  Globes:  Hot  Ideas  for  a  Cooler  Planet"  at  Crissv  Field,  August  5  -  12.  2008 
Cool  Globes:  Hot  Ideas  for  a  Cooler  Planet"  is  public  art  with  a  purpose  that  aims 
to  increase  awareness  about  global  warming  and  inspire  individuals  to  embrace 
solutions.  Launched  in  Chicago  in  2007,  this  vibrant,  engaging  and  educational 
exhibit  features  larger-than-life  sculpted  globes,  each  custom-designed  by  local, 
national  and  international  artists  to  showcase  a  solution  to  reduce  global 
warming.  The  Chicago  premiere  received  enormous  response  from  the  public  and 
the  media.  In  2008,  Cool  Globes  will  be  presented  in  Washington  DC  at  the  U.S. 
Botanic  Gardens,  in  San  Diego  at  Balboa  Park  and  along  the  waterfront,  and  in 
San  Francisco  at  Crissy  Field.  Cool  Globes  will  open  in  London  in  May,  2009. 

The  San  Francisco  Cool  Globes  exhibit  will  feature  more  than  35  globes  located 
along  the  Crissy  Field  Promenade  with  sweeping  views  of  San  Francisco  Bay  and 
the  Golden  Gate  Bridge.  Co-Sponsored  by  the  National  Park  Service  and  the  City 
and  County  of  San  Francisco,  "Cool  Globes:  Hot  Ideas  for  a  Cooler  Planet"  will 
be  on  exhibit  at  Crissy  Field  from  August  5  through  October  12.  Several 
individual  Cool  Globes  will  be  on  display  at  key  locations  throughout  San 
Francisco  to  draw  attention  to  the  exhibit.  These  locations  include  San  Francisco 
International  Airport,  Union  Square,  Pier  39,  AT&T  Park,  City  Hall/Civic  Center, 
and  the  San  Francisco  Ferry  Building  area;  the  Harry  Bridges  Plaza.  The  Globes 
are  5  feet  by  7  feet  and  weigh  approximately  2,000  pounds.  The  installation  and 
maintenance  of  the  Globes  will  be  at  the  cost  and  responsibility  of  the  event's 
sponsor.  A  public  grant  opening  celebration  is  scheduled  for  Crissy  Field  at  10:30 
a.m.  A  brief  program  will  include  Mayor  Gavin  Newsom,  Carl  Pope  of  the  Sierra 
Club  and  Cool  Globes  Founder  and  Environmentalist,  Wendy  Adams. 

SPUR's  Piero  N.  Patri  Fellowship  in  Urban  Design  -  The  Port  is  happy  to 
announce  its  participation  in  supporting  the  SPUR  Piero  Patri  Fellowship 
Program,  This  year  the  fellow,  Sara  Jensen,  is  a  graduate  student  in  Planning 
and  Landscape  Architecture  at  the  University  of  California  Berkeley,  who  most 
recently  was  a  practicing  architect  in  New  Orleans  assisting  the  city  in  its 
rebuilding  efforts.  This  year's  project  is  to  look  at  Urban  Design  and  Economic 
Development  opportunities  for  the  area  around  and  including  Islais  Creek.  The 
study  area  boundaries  are  generally  Cesar  Chavez  Street  on  the  north,  1-280  and 
the  Caltrain  corridor  on  the  west,  Evans  Street  on  the  south  and  Illinois  Street 
on  the  east.  Sara  is  focusing  her  work  on  designing  improvements  to  the  area 
that  will  enhance  connections  and  make  the  area  more  inviting  to  pedestrians 
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and  recreationist.  Sara  will  be  presenting  the  results  of  her  work  on  September 
23,  2008  at  Pier  1. 

Sunday  Streets  pilot  program  August  17,  August  31  and  September  14.  2008  - 
Sunday  Streets  is  a  pilot  program  that  will  bring  physical  activity  space  to  San 
Francisco  neighborhoods  on  Sunday  mornings  this  summer  and  fall.  These 
Sunday  morning  activities  will  create  a  route  for  thousands  of  local  families,  kids 
and  adults  to  walk,  job,  and  bike,  as  well  as  participate  in  group  exercise.  The 
program  will  offer  safe  and  free  activities  that  will  attract  people  from  throughout 
the  city  and  the  entire  Bay  Area.  The  city  will  open  up  a  stretch  of  roadway 
connecting  the  Bayview  district  to  Chinatown  and  running  along  the  city's 
waterfront.  This  route  will  be  available  for  physical  activities  from  9  a.m.  to  1 
p.m.  on  three  Sundays  in  the  late  summer  and  early  fall:  August  17,  August  31 
and  September  14.  Sunday  Street  is  free  to  all  participants.  Some  will  enjoy  the 
route  by  strolling,  skating,  cycling  or  just  people  watching.  Others  will  participate 
in  free  group  events  such  as  tai  chi,  yoga,  aerobics  and  other  activities.  These 
group  events  will  be  spaced  out  along  the  route.  San  Francisco  residents,  families, 
local  businesses  can  participate  in  this  free  event.  It  is  likely  that  residents  from 
throughout  the  Bay  Area  will  take  advantage  of  this  unique  opportunity  to  safely 
enjoy  the  sfreets  and  explore  new  neighborhoods. 

Slow  Food  Nation  '08  '''Come  to  the  Table"  at  Fort  Mason  August  29  -  September 
1.  2008  -  San  Francisco  is  poised  to  be  at  the  center  of  a  movement  with  global 
implications.  Experts  such  as  Alice  Waters  and  Michael  PoUan,  author  of  The 
Oinnivore's  Dilemma,  are  anchoring  the  task  force  planning  the  four-day 
celebration,  which  will  embody  the  values  of  the  Slow  Food  movement  and 
illustrate  how  food  and  agriculture  form  a  complex  global  tapestry  of  cultural, 
political,  and  environmental  issues.  A  marketplace  of  around  five  dozen  farmers 
and  artisans  from  across  the  country  will  showcase  the  range  of  traditional 
American  foods.  Attracted  by  the  simple  pleasures  of  the  table,  participants  will 
leave  having  learned  how  American  food  production  affects  global  issues, 
including  greenhouse  gas  emissions,  childhood  obesity,  famine  in  the  developing 
world,  and  the  disappearance  of  the  small  farmer. 

Festival  of  Sail;  July  23  -  27,  2008  -  Joanne  Fedeyko,  Executive  Producer  of  the 
Festival  of  Sail,  indicated  that  the  Festival  of  Sail  will  begin  on  July  23  with  a 
Parade  of  Sail  starting  at  noon  underneath  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge. 
Approximately  20  Tall  Ships  from  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  along  the  Western 
Coast,  the  East  Coast  and  across  the  world  will  come  underneath  the  bridge. 
Beginning  on  July  24  through  July  27,  there  will  be  three  festival  villages  that  will 
be  open  from  10  a.m.  to  6  p.m.  The  three  villages  will  be  located  at  Hyde  Street 
Pier  called  the  Marine  Education  Village;  the  International  Village  at  Justin 
Herman  Plaza;  and  the  Green  Village  at  Pier  30/32.  The  villages  will  have 
exhibitors,  attractions  and  entertainments.  On  the  waterside,  the  vessels  will  be 
docked  for  ship  boarding,  tours  and  excursions.  Throughout  the  four-day  event, 
families  and  people  can  come  down  for  free  to  the  event  areas  and  board  the 
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vessels.  There's  also  evening  activities  as  well.  Their  website  is  festivalofsail.org. 
The  Port  is  a  sponsor  of  this  event. 

•     Water  Emergency  Transportation  Authority  (WETA)  -  The  new  executive 

director  of  WETA  is  Jon  Stanley,  former  head  of  the  USS  Hornet  Foundation.  He 
is  a  Naval  Academy  Graduate  and  a  retired  Naval  Officer. 

Commissioner  Lazarus  made  a  motion  to  limit  public  testimony  to  2  minutes  per 
speaker;  Commissioner  Hardeman  seconded  the  motion.  All  of  the  Commissioners 
were  in  favor. 

8.  CONSENT 

A.      Request  authorization  to  retroactively  execute  a  contract  modification  to  the  Pier 
52/54  Boat  Launch,  Contract  2713  with  Dutra  Construction  Co.,  Inc.,  to  extend  the 
substantial  completion  date  by  an  additional  117  days  to  May  30,  2008  (Resolution 
No.  08-44) 

ACTION:  Commissioner  Lazarus  moved  approval;  Commissioner  Hardeman 
seconded  the  motion.  All  of  the  Commissioners  were  in  favor;  Resolution  No.  08-44 
was  adopted. 

9.  PLANNING  &  DEVELOPMENT 

A.      Request  authorization  to  issue  Request  for  Proposals  for  Seawall  Lot  351 
(Embarcadero  at  Washington).  (Resolution  No.  08-45) 

Kathleen  Diohep,  Planning  and  Development,  indicated  that  this  is  staffs  fourth 
presentation  before  the  Commission  in  the  last  7-8  months  regarding  SWL  351  which 
is  located  in  the  lot  across  the  street  from  Pier  1  at  Washington  and  Embarcadero. 
This  is  currently  one  of  the  primary  lots  providing  parking  for  the  Ferry  Building.  The 
lot  is  approximately  27,000-28,000  square  feet. 

In  December  2007,  SF  Waterfront  Partners,  a  developer  that  has  a  proposal  to  build 
on  the  site  next  to  SWL  351,  presented  the  Port  Commission  a  proposal  of  what  they 
would  consider  for  that  site  including  the  Port  site.  In  February  2008,  staff  presented 
the  Port  Commission  with  options  on  how  we  could  respond  to  SF  Waterfront 
Partners.  The  three  options  were:  (1)  not  to  respond;  (2)  move  forward  with  the  direct 
negotiation  with  that  developer;  or  (3)  offer  the  site  through  a  competitive 
solicitation.  Staff  made  the  recommendation  in  February  that  we  move  forward  to 
competitive  solicitation  after  outreach  and  groundwork  and  working  with  the 
community  to  develop  the  development  objectives.  In  April  2008,  staff  worked  with 
the  Northeast  Waterfront  Advisory  Group  (NEW AG)  on  this  issue.  On  May  27,  2008, 
staff  made  an  informational  presentation  to  the  Commission  regarding  the  potential 
opportunity  of  a  mixed-use  project  at  this  site,  including  presentation  of  draft 
development  objectives  and  the  context  for  SWL  351.  A  piece  of  that  context  is  the 
Ferry  Building  parking  needs.  The  Commission  heard  a  substantial  amount  of  public 
testimony  at  that  time.  Most  of  the  discussions  focused  on  should  the  Port  move 
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forward  at  all  with  the  project  or  not.  Staff  wanted  to  ask  people  about  what  they 
think  about  the  proposed  development  objectives.  Staff  met  with  NEW  AG  and 
received  a  series  of  recommendations  and  thoughts  on  how  to  modify  the 
development  objectives.  At  the  May  27,  2008  meeting,  Port  staff  sought 
Commission's  input  and  direction  and  the  Commission  requested  that  staff  come  back 
with  an  action  item  to  look  at  issuing  RFP  for  this  site.  She  asked  the  Commission  for 
the  authority  to  issue  the  RFP  to  seek  a  development  partner  for  SWL  351. 

Ms.  Diohep  indicated  that  the  key  points  of  the  proposed  objectives  for  SWL  351 
include  Land  Use.  Uses  required  and  encouraged  include  restaurant/retail  and  90 
parking  spaces  to  meet  the  Port's  contractual  obligations.  We  would  encourage  as 
land  uses  hotels,  office,  residential  and  recreation  uses.  Several  of  those  uses  would 
not  fit  under  the  restrictions  of  the  public  trust  put  on  this  site.  We  are  allowing  the 
developer  to  come  back  with  a  proposal  that  didn't  meet  trust  restrictions  if  they  came 
back  with  a  strategy  for  how  we  would  address  those  public  trust  restrictions.  Part  of 
the  challenge  we've  laid  out  is  we  have  an  awkward  shaped  site  but  we  have  a  grand 
location.  We  want  to  encourage  and  invite  proposals  from  the  private  sector  that 
would  the  give  the  Commission  a  chance  to  see  what  can  be  built.  On  height,  the 
objectives  are  designed  to  express  the  concern  that  the  building  fit  within  the  context. 
Generally  the  objectives  call  out  to  how  to  do  ways  to  help  this  site  create  our  overall 
goal  reconnecting  the  City  with  the  waterfront,  focusing  on  pedestrian  connections, 
relationship  with  the  Embarcadero,  how  do  we  connect  better  with  the  open  spaces 
near  it.  We've  also  specified  a  minimum  rent  of  $500,000  a  year  for  the  site  as  part  of 
the  parameters  for  the  RFP.  The  RFP  objectives  would  require  this  to  be  an  as-is 
lease.  The  developer  chosen  would  have  the  responsibility  for  all  the  capital  costs,  all 
the  development  costs,  addressing  any  of  those  pieces  and  pay  rent  to  the  Port  and 
provide  parking  that  would  be  available  to  the  public.  It's  not  that  they  would  have  to 
provide  free  parking  but  the  90  spaces  required  is  part  of  the  development  and  they 
would  be  able  to  charge  revenue. 

In  the  last  several  weeks,  one  of  the  concerns  of  the  community  is  the  height. 
Previously,  the  staff  report  included  specific  numbers  of  heights  of  other  buildings. 
Rather  than  specifying  a  specific  height  in  the  RFP,  the  objectives  call  for  a  building 
to  fit  the  site  context.  Part  of  SWL  351  that  is  in  Jackson  Street  has  no  permanent 
structure.  There  would  be  very  little  height  there.  We  initially  said  it  should  be 
landscaped  improvements.  We  received  good  ideas  and  feedback  from  the 
community  that  it  could  be  an  outside  cafe,  bike  rental  or  something  that  didn't  have  a 
permanent  structure.  The  objectives  call  for  no  permanent  building  along  the  sewer 
easement  in  the  former  Jackson  Street  corridor.  In  addition  to  allowing  for  sewer 
system  repairs  and  upgrades,  it  also  maintains  the  view  corridor  down  Jackson  Street 
to  the  waterfront.  One  of  the  things  that  it  essentially  does  is  it  slices  that  triangle  and 
there's  a  small  part  of  our  site  that  is  to  the  north  of  Jackson  Street.  When  we  put  that 
requirement  as  a  developer  comes  back  and  looks  at  that,  they  may  probably  proposed 
building  on  that  tail  but  it  wouldn't  be  a  building  of  significant  scale  because  of  how 
small  that  site  is.  Looking  south  of  Jackson,  the  RFP  identified  the  context  and  we  see 
this  site  as  being  a  way  to  step  up  from  the  waterfront,  from  the  bulkhead  buildings 
toward  the  context  to  the  rest  of  the  City.  We  are  asking  the  developers  to  specifically 
define  and  look  at  that  context,  looking  at  the  tall  white  building  of  the  Golden 
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Gateway  apartments,  Golden  Gateway  Commons  and  the  pier  buildings.  The  Golden 
Gateway  Commons  and  pier  buildings  have  variations  in  those  heights.  Setting  a 
specific  number  was  not  our  goal  but  we  wanted  to  set  a  framework.  We  are  going  to 
ask  the  developers  to  provide  illustrations  of  what  the  building  would  look  like  so  that 
when  you're  choosing  between  options  for  this  site,  you  would  be  looking  at  options 
somebody  had  designed,  rather  than  the  Port  staff  defined  and  designed  a  building  for 
this  site.  The  height  was  the  biggest  concern.  The  other  piece  of  height  was  what 
folks  referred  to  as  perceived  height.  As  people  might  recall  the  Broadway  hotel 
project,  the  building  code  height  might  say  a  certain  height  but  there  is  a  certain 
amount  above  it  for  mechanical  systems.  We  are  going  to  specifically  ask  that  the 
proposal  state  the  fiill  height  of  the  building  and  the  mechanical  systems  and  show 
drawings  and  illustrations  of  what  the  roof  would  look  like.  We  recognize  that  a 
number  of  people  look  over  at  this  site  and  they  want  to  know  what  that  would  look 
like.  We  wanted  to  enhance  the  objectives  to  reflect  language  about  the  neighboring 
landside  open  spaces  and  wanted  to  indicate  that  we  are  going  to  look  at  the 
prospective  developer's  proposals  and  see  what  it  does  to  views  from  the  Ferry 
Building,  views  from  Pier  1,  looking  back  at  Coit  Tower.  In  the  fall,  we  want  to  be 
able  to  show  the  Commission  the  different  alternatives  for  this  site.  We  asked  that  the 
parking  will  be  designed  and  implemented  in  a  way  to  minimize  the  impact  to  the 
neighborhood,  get  people  in  and  out.  We  are  not  requiring  that  parking  in  this 
proposal  be  subsurface.  On  this  site  alone,  it  wouldn't  be  underground  at  all.  It  has  to 
be  well  designed  and  managed  into  the  building. 

It's  clear  that  people  have  a  strong  voice  and  concern  about  what  would  be  built  here, 
how  it  will  look  and  how  it  will  work  for  the  waterfront.  As  we  design  this  selection 
of  review  process,  we  are  going  to  give  the  community  an  opportunity  to  opine  and 
review  the  proposals  when  we  come  back  in  the  fall  before  staff  makes  a 
recommendation  to  the  Commission.  It  would  be  similar  to  the  SWL  337  proposals.  It 
gives  us  a  chance  to  choose  between  opportunities  that  someone  has  stepped  up  and 
said  they  will  fund  and  they  will  build.  We  issue  the  RFP  and  then  we  evaluate.  A 
proposal  would  need  to  make  a  certain  threshold  of  responding  to  the  RFP  to  make 
the  presentation.  We  would  recommend  a  developer  and  the  Commission  would 
select  a  developer  to  enter  into  negotiations.  That  is  the  start  of  the  process  where  we 
go  through  and  re-evaluate  and  there  is  still  time  for  community  review,  negotiation 
of  lease,  environmental  review,  consideration  at  various  Commissions,  consideration 
of  various  points  of  public  contact  review.  We  are  asking  for  authorization  to  issue 
the  RFP  to  start  that  process.  The  proposed  selection  criteria  would  weigh  the 
responses  in  3  areas  with  a  weighting  of  100  points  total:  The  developer  team 
experience,  qualifications  and  financial  capability  will  be  30  points.  Proposed 
development  design  and  program  will  be  35  points.  The  proposed  financial  terms  will 
be  35  points.  Port  staff  will  issue  the  RFP  in  July  2008.  We  hope  to  get  a  marketing 
announcement  out  as  soon  as  possible.  Staff  will  be  looking  at  responses  in  mid- 
October  and  the  evaluation  of  that  through  the  fall.  She  asked  the  Commission  for  the 
authority  to  issue  the  RFP. 

Frank  Rollo,  Treadwell  &  Rollo,  indicated  that  he's  written  a  letter  to  the  Port's 
Executive  Director  that  is  part  of  Exhibit  C  to  the  staff  report.  He  reiterated  the 
subsurface  condition  at  SWL  351.  Some  of  the  information  he's  heard  about  such  as 
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the  groundwater,  global  warming,  raising  sea  level  and  the  old  seawall  foundation 
support  are  engineering  items.  For  example  if  the  groundwater  would  rise  3  feet,  they 
would  have  conservatism  in  their  groundwater  design  to  incorporate  whatever  that 
level  might  be.  Secondly,  if  vibrations  are  an  issue,  they  would  use  a  foundation 
system  that  could  be  installed  with  low  vibration  so  as  not  to  impact  the  area.  He's 
heard  mentioned  that  the  old  seawall  runs  under  SWL  351.  It's  possible  that  a  section 
of  the  Circa  1800  seawall  runs  under  the  northeast  comer  block  of  SWL  351.  He's  not 
sure  what  the  relevance  of  that  is  but  they  will  be  taking  out  portions  of  that  as  they 
excavate.  That  seawall  no  longer  provides  any  support  landward  of  the  new  seawall 
which  is  along  Embarcadero  other  than  being  a  nuisance  during  excavation.  It's  not  of 
significant  importance  from  an  engineering  standpoint.  He's  available  to  meet  with 
the  people  of  FOGG  to  answer  their  concerns  any  time. 

Dave  Stockdale,  CUESA,  encouraged  the  Commission  to  approve  the  RFP  as 
presented.  The  project  provides  enough  flexibility  to  allow  developers  an  opportunity 
to  generate  a  variety  of  creative  solutions  for  this  space  including  maintaining  and 
increasing  the  number  of  parking  spaces.  It  could  be  important  for  long-range 
waterfront  development  and  the  possibility  of  generating  living  spaces  for  potential 
new  market  shoppers.  He  asked  the  Commission  to  issue  the  RFP. 

Susanne  Kellison,  resident  of  Telegraph  Hill,  indicated  that  the  opinion  of  the 
Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers  (THD)  is  not  necessarily  the  opinion  of  everyone  who  lives 
there.  She  understands  that  THD  are  not  supportive  of  the  issuance  of  the  RFP.  She 
and  her  neighbors  are  supportive  of  it  as  well  as  other  development.  She  heard  a  lot  of 
people  speak  on  this  issue  and  the  phrase  that  she  keeps  hearing  is  "not  in  my 
backyard."  Any  public  entity  in  San  Francisco  should  not  be  swayed  by  that  kind  of 
expression. 

Dick  Glumac,  engineer  in  the  City  since  1965,  indicated  that  one  of  his  first  projects 
at  the  waterfront  was  Pier  39,  where  he  was  asked  by  a  local  contractor  to  design 
drainage  and  water  system  for  the  pier.  Since  then,  he's  been  working  on  the 
Embarcadero  Center  and  many  other  projects  in  this  neighborhood.  He  represents 
himself  and  thousands  of  silent  majority  who  are  supportive  of  this  project  and  he 
urged  the  Commission  to  issue  the  RFP  for  SWL  351.  The  Moscone  Center  project 
was  delayed  for  many  years  because  of  a  lawsuit.  They  stopped  development  at  the 
Moscone  Center  and  the  City  lost  many  years  of  income  by  delaying  it.  He  asked  the 
Commission  to  issue  the  RFP. 

Nan  Roth,  Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers,  indicated  that  John  King's  recent  comments  that 
neighborhoods  aren't  defined  by  architecture  landmarks  as  much  as  by  the  spaces 
they  share  which  she  feels  deserve  some  thought  and  acknowledgement  as  the  heart 
and  soul  of  the  public  trust.  The  Port  has  consistently  turned  its  back  on  this  issue 
loudly  claiming  that  the  waterfront  will  sink  into  the  bay  if  its  assets  are  not  maxed 
out  to  provide  the  financial  resources  to  preserve  its  physical  assets.  If  the  Port 
proceeds  in  the  manner  proposed,  we  lose  on  two  fronts.  The  Port  will  continue  to 
decay  due  to  rising  repair  costs  and  insufficient  income  from  development  to  cover 
them.  The  remainder  will  be  severely  privatized  with  offices  and  luxury  condos  and 
hotels.  We  need  a  Commission  with  sound  business  sense  that  recognizes  the  role  that 
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inadequate  planning  and  poorly  defined  RFPs  overly  influenced  by  political  motives 
have  played  in  the  lack  of  success  with  Port  development.  In  the  financial  toll  that  has 
taken  on  the  Port's  resources,  explore  how  other  waterfronts  deal  with  this  problem. 
Develop  a  business  plan  that  respects  the  developers  needs  as  well  as  your  neighbors 
that  clearly  defines  the  community's  and  the  Port's  vision  of  the  future  waterfront,  a 
shared  vision.  The  Port  is  going  to  be  a  bankrupt  Port  sooner  than  you  think.  The  ship 
is  sinking  faster  that  the  Port  would  admit  and  the  Port  is  going  to  need  a  new  influx 
of  resources  from  beyond  the  scope  of  those  currently  envisioned.  We  can  debate 
various  facets  of  the  RFP  for  SWL  351  and  the  shortcomings  of  the  community 
planning  process  that  precede  it. 

Bill  Benkavitch,  Friends  of  Golden  Gateway  (FOGG),  indicated  that  he's  been  living 
in  this  neighborhood  since  1980.  As  he  mentioned  last  time,  he  is  very  concerned  that 
the  Port  is  unwisely  rushing  forward  with  the  RFP  for  SWL  351.  He  endorsed  the 
statements  of  the  Barbary  Coast  Neighborhood  Association's  letter  of  June  24,  the 
Telegraph  Hill  Dweller's  letter  of  June  25  and  the  FOGG  letter  of  June  24.  He  would 
expect  that  the  Port  will  respond  in  writing  to  those  documents  before  going  forward 
with  the  RFP  so  they  all  know  how  the  Port  addresses  the  legitimate  concerns.  Based 
on  what  is  shown  on  the  Port's  website  about  the  Commission's  appointments  to  the 
Port,  all  of  them  may  well  be  gone  within  the  next  two  years.  The  decisions  you  make 
about  this  RFP  will  have  an  impact  on  his  neighborhood  since  1980  and  well  beyond 
that.  What  does  the  Commission  want  its  legacy  to  be?  Will  it  be  luxury 
condominiums  and  underground  parking  lot  on  public  trust  land? 

Lee  Radner,  Friends  of  Golden  Gateway  (FOGG),  indicated  that  he  heartily  approves 
the  Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers,  Barbara  Coast  Neighborhood  Association  (BCNA  and 
FOGG'S  letters  sent  to  the  Port  on  June  24  and  25,  raising  very  important  issues  with 
regard  to  this  RFP.  It  seems  that  the  report  given  to  the  Commission  by  Port  staff  is 
giving  lip  service  to  many  issues  including  the  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan,  parking, 
traffic,  transit  first,  public  trust,  view  corridors,  height  limits  and  the  environment. 
They've  received  no  response  from  the  Port  staff.  The  BCNA  and  Telegraph  Hill 
Dwellers  received  no  response  either.  He  urged  the  Commission  to  go  forward  first 
with  an  EIR  before  considering  an  RFP.  There  are  many  issues  left  unanswered. 

Susan  Harris,  resident  of  Golden  Gateway  Center,  indicated  that  it's  been  educational 
and  interesting  over  the  last  several  months  of  meetings  in  this  room.  A  lot  of  people 
have  been  very  vocal  and  passionate  about  their  objections  to  any  sort  of  development 
on  SWL  351.  There  are  a  lot  of  people  who  believes  that  a  surface  parking  lot  at  SWL 
351  is  the  best  use  of  the  space.  She  thinks  that  the  Port  Commission  has  listened  to 
everyone.  When  she  heard  the  objectives  of  the  RFP,  the  Port  has  been  sensitive  to 
the  concerns  that  have  been  raised.  She  urged  the  Commission  to  go  ahead  with  the 
RFP  and  talk  about  options  and  developments  and  understand  that  we  need  to  do 
something  in  that  space. 

Sara  Lemke-VonAmmon,  SF  Resident  for  20  years  and  a  frequent  user  of  the  Ferry 
Building  and  the  surrounding  businesses,  expressed  her  support  for  the  RFP.  It's 
clearly  the  best  way  to  figure  out  the  highest  and  best  use  for  the  property  which  is 
currently  underutilized.  She  reiterated  the  last  speaker's  support  for  the  staffs 
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sensitivity  to  the  concerns  that  have  been  brought  up  by  the  neighbors  and  other  folks 
who  are  concerned  about  the  project.  She  urged  the  Commission  to  issue  the  RFP. 

Mike  Denunzio,  resident  of  Golden  Gateway  Commons  and  a  former  City 
Commissioner  on  Aging  appointed  by  Mayor  Brown,  indicated  that  he  worked  with 
adult  protective  services  at  that  time.  He  is  now  a  State  Commissioner  on  Aging 
appointed  by  the  Governor.  This  Commission  is  mandated  to  conduct  hearings  and 
prepare  strategic  plan  for  California  seniors.  He  wants  the  Port  Commission  to  think 
about  our  seniors.  This  area  and  all  of  District  3  have  the  highest  percentage  of 
seniors  in  the  city.  It  also  has  the  most  auto  congestion  and  the  least  open  space.  The 
tennis  and  swim  club  members  do  not  qualify  for  Wimbledon  or  the  Olympics.  Most 
are  seniors  or  will  soon  be  seniors.  They  will  be  here  a  long  time.  A  full  facility  is 
vital  for  the  health,  recreational  and  therapeutic  needs  of  a  growing  senior  population 
in  this  district  and  in  the  entire  city.  The  21^'  century  is  going  to  be  a  century  of 
community  based  homecare  services.  The  seniors  are  not  going  to  sanitariums.  They 
will  live  healthier,  active  lives  at  home  in  walkable  neighborhoods  with  open  space, 
safe  from  traffic  and  auto  pollution.  This  Commission  is  charged  with  the  public  trust. 
This  facility  is  open  to  everyone.  It  deserves  the  Commission's  protection.  The  first 
responsibility  of  government  is  to  protect  the  health  and  safety  of  its  citizens.  This  is 
about  health  and  safety  and  the  public  trust.  The  Commission's  decision  will  affect 
human  life. 

Alec  Bash  indicated  that  it's  a  good  thing  that  the  Port  is  going  forward  with  the  RFP 
at  this  point  if  it  should  decide  to  do  so.  It  has  been  ten  years  since  the  RFP  for  the 
building  went  out.  This  is  a  fairly  integral  part  of  the  Ferry  Building  subarea,  running 
along  the  entirety  of  the  seawall  of  the  landside  of  Piers  IV2,  3  and  5.  It's  clearly  part 
of  that  subarea  along  with  the  Agriculture  Building.  While  it's  unfortunate  that  the 
Agriculture  Building  is  not  ready  to  move  forward  at  this  time,  they  understand  that 
there  are  opportunities  when  things  can  go  forward  and  there  are  times  when  they 
cannot.  Staff  has  been  fairly  responsible  to  a  number  of  the  concerns  that  were  raised 
such  as  the  extension  of  Jackson  Street,  the  appearance  of  the  rooftops,  the 
appearance  of  the  height  of  the  buildings.  Any  developer  reading  the  height  variance 
could  come  up  with  a  proposal  that  is  at  the  bulkhead  heights  along  the  Embarcadero 
side  and  would  possibly  rise  towards  the  rear  in  order  to  provide  some  sort  of 
transition  to  the  site  of  the  Golden  Gateway  apartments,  which  were  not  designed  to 
be  an  attractive  development  of  the  waterfront  but  rather  were  a  response  to  the 
freeway  being  there.  Unfortunately,  there  is  much  development  on  the  landside  of  the 
Embarcadero  that  turned  its  back  on  the  Embarcadero  that  has  built  a  wall  that  does 
not  provide  the  opportunity  for  Embarcadero  to  be  the  grand  boulevard  that  we  all 
think  it  can  be.  He  hopes  that  things  go  forward. 

Michael  Theriault,  SF  Building  Trades,  acknowledged  his  affiliates:  the  operating 
engineers,  the  carpenters,  the  ironworkers,  the  painters,  etc.  He  indicated  that  this  is 
an  exciting  moment.  We  have  a  piece  of  property  that  much  of  which  was  once  open 
water  where  ships  bellied  up  to  the  City  and  took  on  passengers  and  cargo.  A  piece  of 
property  that  once  contributed  directly  to  the  maritime  life  and  the  economic  vitality 
of  the  City  and  that  long  ago  became  divorced  from  both  of  those.  Now  we  have  the 
opportunity  to  see  it  reunited  to  those,  if  not  directly,  at  least  through  its  contributions 

-12- 


M07082008 


to  the  Port,  through  a  long-term  lease  arrangement  that  will  help  the  existing  maritime 
uses  of  the  Port  continue  to  contribute  to  the  economic  vitality  of  the  City.  He  asked 
the  Commission  to  approve  the  RFP. 

Jim  Salinas,  Sr.,  Carpenters  Local  Union  22,  Native  San  Franciscan,  indicated  that 
he's  been  around  long  enough  to  remember  what  the  Ferry  Building  looked  like  half  a 
century  ago.  He's  proud  to  say  that  due  to  the  Port  Commission's  efforts  and 
decisions,  the  Ferry  Building  is  a  thriving  piece  of  San  Francisco  property  that  is 
bringing  a  great  benefit  to  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.  Many  of  us  use  it 
throughout  the  week.  They  don't  only  come  here  on  Saturdays.  He's  taken  aback  by 
the  fact  that  today  he  noticed  that  folks  that  are  visiting  the  City  are  not  able  to  come 
in  and  enjoy  and  support  the  merchants  that  make  up  the  Ferry  Plaza.  The  Port 
Commission  now  has  the  opportunity  and  he  thinks  it  would  be  irresponsible  for  the 
Commission  to  do  anything  other  than  to  issue  the  RFP.  The  Port  needs  the  resources 
and  has  the  opportunity  to  create  some  open  spaces  if  the  right  proposal  comes  along. 
He  urged  the  Commission  to  move  the  RFP  forward. 

Mike  Brown,  Senior  Field  Rep  for  the  Carpenters  Local  Union  22,  indicated  that  they 
have  4000+  members  who  live  and  work  in  the  City,  They  also  have  a  number  of 
members  who  have  chosen  to  retire  in  the  City.  Their  monthly  retirement  checks  are 
based  on  the  fact  that  they  have  brand  new  apprentices  coming  out  of  the  various  city 
organizations  that  they  are  bringing  into  the  carpenter's  union  and  training  to  do 
carpenter  work.  They  are  in  favor  of  any  project  that  will  put  their  apprentices  and 
journeyman  carpenters  to  work  in  the  city  and  keep  their  retirees  live  in  the  style  they 
have  been  accustomed  to  and  allow  them  to  use  the  Port  and  the  parking  facilities 
they  need  to  use. 

Robert  Mittelstadt,  practicing  architect  in  San  Francisco  for  44  years  and  a  resident 
for  42  years  and  a  member  of  the  Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers,  indicated  that  he  does  not 
accept  their  point  of  view  when  it  comes  to  obstructing  the  progress  of  the  City.  He 
strongly  believes  in  the  project  that  the  Port  is  proposing  to  issue  an  RFP  to  develop 
this  site  to  its  maximum,  taking  into  account  the  general  plan.  He  also  urged,  that 
among  the  architectural  selection  criteria,  the  Port  allow  for  and  encourage  the  use  of 
modem  cutting  edge  technology  and  design  rather  than  wrapping  the  building  in 
historic  wallpaper  that  would  somehow  address  an  issue  that  does  not  exist. 

Lorraine  Honig,  member  of  FOGG,  indicated  that  on  a  day  like  this  with  bad  air 
surrounding  us,  we  have  to  be  concerned  about  pollution.  She's  concern  that  the 
project  that  is  being  developed  is  going  to  be  very  dense  and  it's  going  to  occupy  a 
good  deal  of  what  is  now  an  open  space.  Her  other  concern  is  that  she  lives  in  Golden 
Gateway  2,  the  red  brick  buildings,  which  has  52  units.  Approximately  one  third  of 
those  units  are  absentee  owned.  That's  what  we  are  going  to  have  when  we  have 
luxury  apartments  being  built.  We  are  going  to  have  two  bulky  buildings  largely 
absentee  owned.  If  that's  what  the  Port  wants  and  what  the  Port  considers  progress, 
she  can't  be  of  help. 

Stephen  Fee,  FME  Architects,  indicated  that  he  has  an  office  with  about  30  people  in 
the  immediate  neighborhood  of  SWL  351.  Their  employees  will  benefit  from 
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responsible  development  on  this  underutilized  site.  He's  heard  mention  of  the 
replacement  of  the  potentially  lost  Pier  V^  parking  spaces.  He's  sure  this  project  could 
do  more  than  that.  It's  an  excellent  development  opportunity.  He  urged  the 
Commission  to  issue  the  RFP. 

Garth  Collier  addressed  the  concern  for  the  85  foot  height  limit.  As  a  Port  tenant  in 
the  Agriculture  Building  and  as  an  architect,  he  can  attest  to  the  positive  impact  of  the 
new  Vitale  Hotel  development  across  the  street  from  his  office.  The  project  helps  to 
define  the  Embarcadero  promenade  as  a  lively  outdoor  space  which  encourages 
pedestrian  walking.  The  sense  of  street  level  excitement  and  vitality  has  greatly 
improved  the  immediate  area.  The  Vitale  hotel  is  a  similar  development  to  that  which 
is  being  considered  for  SWL  351,  about  8  stories.  Its  scale  serves  to  unite  the  lower 
waterfront  structures  with  highrises  in  the  financial  district.  Some  of  the  most 
important  principles  of  new  urbanism  encourage  density  in  creating  lively 
streetscapes.  This  is  why  people  love  Paris.  The  grand  boulevards  are  lined  with 
cafes,  restaurants  and  retail  which  enliven  the  street  promoting  pedestrians  to  stroll. 
Progressive  cities  like  Vancouver,  Portland  and  Boston  have  recently  adopted  policies 
allowing  similar  height  structures  along  their  waterfront  with  a  great  deal  of  success. 
He  urged  the  Commission's  support  for  the  RFP. 

Ernestine  Weiss  indicated  that  as  a  creator  of  open  space  at  Ferry  Park,  she  is  an 
ardent  fan  of  keeping  open  space  in  the  area  since  we  need  to  have  a  reasonable 
supply  of  it  to  balance  all  the  huge  concrete  buildings  surrounding  it.  Vancouver  has  a 
plan  but  it's  not  down  to  every  inch  of  the  waterfront.  It's  set  back  and  the  buildings 
are  similar  to  what  are  around  ferry  park.  The  Port  has  to  do  an  EIR  as  a  first  priority 
because  that  will  address  the  parking  and  the  other  issues  that  are  negative  in  this 
respect.  There  is  nothing  positive  about  putting  up  an  84  foot  height  building  in  this 
lot.  It's  an  irregular  lot  and  it  does  not  require  anything  of  that  nature.  There  have 
been  two  busted  pipes  on  one  side  of  the  Embarcadero,  Pier  1  Vz,  3  and  5  in  front  it 
and  now  on  the  irregular  lot  of  SWL  351.  Can  you  picture  what  the  Port  would  be  in 
for  if  you  put  an  underground  garage  there  and  if  you  have  busted  pipe?  The  Port  has 
to  realize  what  they're  up  against.  You  have  to  have  responsible  and  smart  planning. 
We  don't  have  to  put  every  inch  of  the  Embarcadero  for  development.  We  need 
balance.  We  have  an  over  supply  of  condos.  We  have  lots  of  restaurants.  As  far  as 
livening  up  the  Embarcadero,  we  can  walk  the  beautifiil  sidewalk.  Furthermore,  in 
this  end,  there  are  low  rise  buildings  which  make  it  nicer  than  where  the  Vitale  is. 
This  is  our  opportunity  to  preserve  the  northeast  waterfront  and  not  spoil  or  ruin  it. 

Teresa  Rea,  SPUR  Board  member  and  chair  of  SPUR  Waterfront  Task  Force, 
indicated  that  SPUR  supports  the  implementation  of  development  plans  for  SWL  351. 
They  have  worked  with  the  Port  for  many  years  and  closely  on  both  land  use  planning 
and  financial  issues.  It's  clear  that  the  implementation  of  development  on  SWL  351  is 
very  important  for  the  Port's  financial  well-being.  The  proposed  mandated  income 
stream  is  far  more  important  than  the  one-time  exchange  for  park  land.  There  has 
been  some  talk  about  redoing  the  Waterfront  Land  Use  and  doing  a  new  EIR  but  a 
very  well  thought  through  public  process  that  took  almost  200  meetings  and  7  years 
took  place  and  a  plan  with  valid  development  criteria  for  this  site  already  exists, 
which  from  listening  today,  have  only  been  refined  and  improved  through  an 
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additional  public  process.  You  don't  need  a  new  plan  for  this  site.  You  don't  need  a 
new  EIR.  What  you  need  for  the  benefit  for  the  City  at  large  and  for  the  Port's 
financial  well  being  is  to  proceed  with  the  RFP  and  the  redevelopment  of  SWL  351. 

Veronica  Sanchez,  speaking  on  behalf  of  the  hitemational  Brotherhood  of  Masters, 
Mates  &  Pilots  &  Inland  Boatmen  Union,  thanked  Port  staff  for  their  fine 
recommendation  and  urged  the  Commission  to  approve  the  RFP.  Both  their  unions 
crew  their  ferries  on  the  bay  and  they  are  committed  to  the  expansion  of  ferry 
terminals  at  the  Port  of  San  Francisco.  The  next  phase  of  ferry  facilities  cannot 
happen  unless  replacement  parking  can  be  found.  Therefore,  they  see  SWL  351  as  an 
opportunity  that  provides  regional  benefits  for  transportation  and  emergency 
response.  She  reminded  the  Commission  that  at  stake  is  the  investment  of  $20  million 
of  regional  dollars,  toll  monies,  in  those  facilities.  The  Water  Emergency  Transit 
Authority  is  interested  in  starting  this  project  very  soon.  Replacement  of  the  parking 
in  the  south  basin  is  an  issue  in  addition  to  what  you  heard  today.  She  thanked  the 
Port  for  all  their  hard  work  and  the  opportunity  to  provide  input.  They  look  forward 
to  jump  starting  this  project  so  that  we  can  get  additional  facilities  so  that  their  crews 
can  bring  their  boats  in, 

Evan  Matteo,  Lafitte  Restaurant  (Pier  5),  indicated  that  in  order  to  maintain  and  grow 
the  vibrant  neighborhood  that  the  Port  and  City  have  worked  so  hard  to  create,  we 
need  the  farmer's  market  to  be  successful.  The  Ferry  Building  waterfront  area  has 
become  a  gem  in  the  city  and  SWL  351  in  its  current  condition  is  an  embarrassment. 
There  must  be  a  higher  use  for  this  land  besides  surface  parking.  To  his  mind,  the  best 
way  to  determine  this  use  is  through  an  RFP.  He  asked  the  Commission  to  heavily 
consider  the  needs  of  our  greater  City,  Port  tenants  and  small  business  owners  in  the 
neighborhood  and  move  forward  with  the  issuance  of  the  SWL  351  RFP. 

David  Fukuda,  La  Mar  Restaurant  at  Pier  VA,  supports  the  issuance  of  the  RFP  and 
hopes  that  it  moves  forward.  It's  important  to  explore  all  the  options  on  that  lot.  It's 
important  for  the  vitality  of  the  area,  certainly  for  the  restaurants  and  the  surrounding 
businesses  in  the  Port  and  in  the  waterfront.  It's  good  urban  planning;  it's  good  for 
the  neighborhood  and  the  businesses  in  the  area. 

Rob  Black,  SF  Chamber  of  Commerce,  indicated  that  they  strongly  support  the  RFP 
process.  They  salute  staffs  well  drafted  report  and  recommendation.  It  covers  a  lot  of 
the  issues  that  have  been  raised  in  a  thoughtful  way  while  still  allowing  for  flexibility 
in  the  development  proposal  that  will  allow  for  the  maximum  benefit  for  the  financial 
basis  to  the  Port  and  the  aesthetic  basis  as  well  as  to  the  Ferry  tenants  and  to  the  City 
as  a  whole.  They  strongly  support  the  RFP  process. 

Lev  Weisbach,  CCS  Architecture,  indicated  that  he  witnessed  the  beginning  of  the 
renaissance  of  the  waterfront  in  1989,  starting  with  the  demolition  of  the 
Embarcadero  freeway  after  the  Loma  Prieta  earthquake.  He  worked  at  Pier  1  Yi  for 
William  Tumbull  Architects.  In  the  mornings,  they  had  to  come  and  dust  the 
particulate  from  automobile  exhaust  off  their  drawings  that  came  through  the 
windows.  He's  seen  quite  a  bit  of  change  over  time  along  the  Embarcadero.  They 
have  been  lucky  to  be  able  to  contribute  to  the  development  of  Embarcadero.  His 
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current  firm  completed  three  projects  in  the  Ferry  Building  and  is  presently  working 
on  restaurant  projects  at  Pier  lYz  and  3.  San  Francisco's  waterfront  is  undoubtedly  the 
world's  finest  and  the  City's  most  treasured  resource,  providing  opportunities  to 
develop  SWL  351  can  continue  to  make  a  significant  contribution  to  its  vitality.  The 
site  is  at  a  very  critical  location  in  the  urban  fabric.  It's  presently  underutilized  as 
many  people  have  noted  today.  With  the  sensitive  approach  to  the  development,  it  can 
enliven  the  pedestrian  experience  along  the  Embarcadero  and  make  a  more  accessible 
connection  to  the  Golden  Gateway  and  Jackson  Square  area,  which  is  presently  cut 
off  from  the  Embarcadero.  It  will  provide  additional  commercial  activity,  additional 
downtown  residential  units,  giving  access  to  public  transportation  and  shopping  and 
recreational  amenities  would  be  a  benefit  and  a  feather  and  a  cap  to  the  area.  He 
urged  the  Commission  to  vote  in  favor  of  the  resolution. 

Ellen  Johnck,  Bay  Planning  Coalition  Executive  Director,  offered  the  support  of  the 
allies  and  partners  and  maritime  commerce,  related  shoreline  businesses,  and  labor 
unions  throughout  the  region.  Ports  throughout  this  region  as  well  as  across  the  nation 
are  struggling  with  the  challenges  of  meeting  the  ever-growing  public  expectations  of 
the  Port  areas  and  waterfront  enterprise.  She  is  happy  that  we've  reached  a  milestone 
today  and  to  see  the  progress  going  forward.  They  support  the  issuance  of  the  RFP. 
The  Waterfi^ont  Plan  has  been  marvelously  successfiil  throughout  the  years  and  they 
want  to  see  the  same  kind  of  success  going  forward.  They  think  that  the  design 
development  objectives  look  good  and  ask  the  Commission  to  go  forward  with  the 
RFP  process.  They  are  happy  to  support  the  Port  along  the  way. 

Tony  Gantiner  indicated  that  it's  his  understanding  that  SWL  351  is  zoned  P  for 
public.  If  in  fact  that  is  accurate,  it's  an  important  fact  that  seems  to  be  overlooked  in 
the  drive  to  develop  this  lot.  Land  that  is  zoned  P  means  that  the  land  is  meant  for 
public  uses  such  as  open  space,  recreational  facilities,  libraries  and  other  public 
buildings  including  public  garages.  SWL  351  is  not  zoned  for  condos  or  hotels  or 
anything  close  to  what  is  currently  being  proposed.  By  his  review  today,  neither  the 
director's  recommendation  nor  the  Port's  resolution  on  this  matter  or  the  design  and 
development  objectives  take  the  current  P  zoning  into  account.  Accordingly,  these 
proceedings  appear  flawed,  perhaps  fatally  so.  He  does  not  believe  that  the  Port 
should  proceed  until  the  P  zoning  is  properly  addressed. 

Sue  Hestor,  FOGG,  indicated  that  she  has  been  at  the  Plarming  Commission  and  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  for  the  past  two  months.  They've  been  discussing  Potrero  and 
Dogpatch.  People  in  those  neighborhoods  are  crying  for  development  at  Pier  70.  The 
Port  have  people  that  are  pleading  in  the  context  of  the  eastern  neighborhood 
rezoning.  Why  isn't  the  Port  here?  Why  aren't  they  helping  us  solve  the  problems. 
There  are  a  lot  of  uses  that  can  be  done  in  that  humongous  area,  east  of  Third  Street 
that  the  neighborhood  and  the  planning  department  wanted.  The  revenues  are  much 
more  extensive  than  this  small  lot.  Why  are  you  walking  away  from  one  of  your 
biggest  challenges  to  develop  good  projects,  good  housing,  good  office  space,  and 
good  businesses  on  an  enormous  chunk  of  land?  Instead  the  Port  is  dealing  with  a 
small  site  that  has  a  lot  of  problems.  Secondly,  those  of  them  who  have  been  paying 
attention  to  Rec  Park  and  Planning  Commission  deliberations  know  that  there  is  a 
serious  need  for  an  integrated  plan  along  the  west  side  of  the  Embarcadero  to  make  it 
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work.  There  is  not  a  plan  to  solve  the  problem  in  the  back  of  the  City's,  the  rear  end 
sticking  up  against  the  Embarcadero.  This  is  a  key  site  in  it.  Why  are  we  not  trying  to 
resolve  that  rather  than  look  at  building  plans?  Third,  it's  obvious  from  today's 
testimony  that  people  didn't  know  that  they  are  not  to  say  they  support  the  project  but 
they  are  saying  they  support  the  project.  The  project  is  a  project,  to  demolish  the 
current  recreation  facilities  there  and  the  entire  timeline  assumes  that  is  the  project. 
What  is  the  time  frame?  Is  it  realistic  to  solicit  anyone  else?  This  is  a  proposal  and  a 
timeline  that  says,  Mr.  Snellgrove,  this  is  your  project,  and  we  are  going  to  put  you 
through  a  couple  of  hoops. 

Tim  Chappel,  SPUR,  a  citywide  membership  organization  of  3500  families  and 
institutions,  indicated  that  they  are  proud  participants  in  the  7-year  plarming  process 
to  develop  the  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan  which  is  an  integrated  and  detailed  plan  in 
which  SWL  351  was  identified  as  a  development  opportunity.  Its  existing  use  as  a 
parking  lot  is  a  blight  and  inappropriate  to  the  grand  Embarcadero  Blvd.  Likewise, 
the  existing  adjoining  private  tennis  club  does  not  provide  the  greatest  public  benefit. 
The  Port  belongs  to  all  San  Franciscans.  To  be  sustainable,  the  Port  needs  to  make 
efficient  use  of  the  land  it  holds  in  public  trust.  SWL  351  only  has  major  economic 
value  when  seen  in  relation  to  the  adjacent  private  property.  It  is  the  duty  of  the 
Commission  to  issue  the  RFP  and  pick  the  plan  that  bests  benefit  the  800,000  San 
Franciscans  who  live  here  today  and  the  millions  of  future  San  Franciscans  who  will 
come.  He  asked  the  Commission  to  issue  the  RFP.  It  is  a  well  written  RFP  and  it 
benefits  the  public  trust.  SPUR  is  also  one  of  the  75  member  organizations  of  the 
Housing  Action  Coalition.  Tim  Colen,  the  Executive  Director  of  the  Coalition,  wrote 
a  letter  to  the  Commission  on  June  11,  2008.  He  had  to  leave  and  asked  if  he  could 
say  a  few  words  on  his  behalf  In  support  of  the  issuance  of  the  RFP,  he  wanted  him 
to  mention  the  issue  of  height.  Mr.  Colen  states  "Given  the  heights  of  the  surrounding 
buildings,  84  feet  is  entirely  appropriate.  For  instance  84  feet  is  less  than  1/6  the 
height  of  the  adjacent  Embarcadero  Center.  It  scarcely  registers.  It's  also  about  1/3 
the  height  of  the  adjacent  Golden  Gateway  residential  building.  The  surrounding 
buildings  would  entirely  dwarf  a  building  of  84  feet," 

Fred  Allardyce  indicated  that  he  is  concerned  as  he  represents  a  group  as  many  as 
13,000  at  the  Barbary  Coast.  Other  members  of  associations  that  came  here  today 
representing  2000,  5000,  10000  people  trying  to  make  a  living  in  San  Francisco  and 
asked  any  of  them  if  they  would  go  before  their  members  of  their  associations  and 
say,  "We  are  going  to  take  away  your  local  park  that  is  two  blocks  from  your  house 
and  put  an  84  foot  tall  building  on  your  park."  Because  that's  what  this  group  of 
concerned  business  people  are  asking  to  be  done  to  this  neighborhood.  This 
neighborhood  was  created  by  the  SF  Redevelopment  Agency,  all  bulldozed  down  and 
put  in  two  recreational  components  -  a  public  park  and  the  swim/tennis  club  that's 
use  by  thousands  of  people  for  30+  years.  That's  the  debate.  You're  not  here  to 
debate  as  a  valuable  property,  should  there  be  an  84  feet  tall  building,  30%  higher 
than  the  freeway  that  was  taken  down  that  was  55  feet  which  all  of  you  now  want  to 
support  to  rebuild  the  freeway.  It's  about  taking  the  heart  of  the  neighborhood  away 
and  saying,  we  want  that  because  we  want  to  have  luxury  condos  that  he  sells  for  a 
living.  He  won't  be  selling  those  because  the  neighborhood  will  survive  and  we  will 
end  up  with  a  recreational  component  at  the  site. 
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Commissioner  Hardeman  commented  that  he  regrets  that  we  have  to  do  this  so  many 
times  and  people  have  given  up  so  much  of  their  time  to  come  down  and  speak  on 
this  item.  He's  glad  the  Commission  is  going  to  finally  take  a  vote  whether  or  not  to 
move  this  forward.  He  will  vote  to  move  it  forward. 

ACTION:  Commissioner  Hardeman  moved  approval;  Commissioner  Lazarus 
seconded  the  motion.  All  of  the  Commissioners  were  in  favor;  Resolution  No.  08-45 
was  adopted. 

10.     ENGINEERING 

A.  Informational  presentation  on  Supplemental  Engineering  Study  findings  related  to 
Pier  Vi  Structural  Condition.  Pending  September  15,  2008  Closure  and  Alternative 
Parking  Options. 

Uday  Prasad,  Senior  Civil  Engineer,  indicated  that  on  May  13,  2008,  Port  staff 
presented  a  detailed  structural  evaluation  report  prepared  by  Creegan  &  D'Angelo 
(C&D)  Engineers  for  the  Pier  V2  Parking  Lot  substructure  deck.  The  Port  Commission 
was  advised  of  its  poor  structural  condition  and  that  repairs  are  required.  Port  staff 
also  informed  the  Commission  of  the  Port  Chief  Harbor's  Engineer  decision  to  close 
the  pier  on  September  15,  2008  to  ensure  public  safety.  As  requested  by  the  Port 
Commission,  Port  staff  asked  C&D  to  undertake  a  supplemental  engineering  study. 
The  study  was  conducted  last  June  and  was  focused  on  performing  material  testing  of 
wood  planks  and  wood  beams.  A  draft  of  the  report  was  recently  submitted  by  C&D. 
The  study  report  concludes  that  the  deck  is  in  a  much  worse  condition  than  previously 
known.  Continued  use  of  the  pier  entails  risk  of  deck  failures,  property  damage  and 
personal  injury  to  the  public.  The  C&D  report  also  recommends  a  minimum  required 
repair  scheme  which  will  provide  a  service  life  of  at  least  5  years.  These  minimum 
required  repairs  will  trigger  the  seismic  upgrade  for  the  entire  pier  as  per  the  current 
Port  Building  Code.  C&D  engineer's  estimate  that  the  cost  of  these  repairs  including 
seismic  upgrade  is  approximately  $3.6  million.  The  report  concludes  that  a  repair 
scheme  for  the  scope  of  the  work  for  1  year  or  3  years  operation  is  not  feasible.  In 
view  of  the  potential  safety  hazard  disclosed  by  the  C&D  report,  the  Ferry  Building 
Investors  decided  to  terminate  its  use  of  the  pier  effective  midnight  of  July  3,  2008. 

Reinhard  Ludke,  Structural  Engineer  with  C&D,  indicated  that  he  has  been  working 
with  the  Port  of  San  Francisco  for  five  or  six  years  including  the  Illinois  Street 
Bridge,  Pier  52  and  assessment  of  piers  on  the  Port  waterfront.  They  were  asked  to 
look  at  Pier  V2  last  fall  because  of  some  conditions  that  were  occurring  both  on  Pier  Vi 
and  Pier  43  where  there  were  some  damage  and  failures  due  to  traffic  on  those  piers. 
Their  original  scope  of  work  was  to  do  a  rapid,  detailed  assessment  of  the 
substructure.  Pier  V2  is  approximately  22,000  square  feet  structure.  Its  use  was  for 
valet  parking  associated  with  the  Ferry  Building.  With  valet  parking,  approximately 
80-100  cars  per  day  can  be  accommodated  on  that  facility.  He  showed  a  slide  that 
shows  the  typical  construction  of  Pier  Vi.  It's  typically  a  12  inch  timber  piles.  They 
are  wrapped  with  plastic  with  HDPE  to  protect  them  from  marine  organisms  and  to 
slow  down  deterioration.  Typically,  they  have  a  timber  capping,  a  heavy  14x14  cap 
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beam  with  timber  deck  joist  spanning  between  the  cap  beams  and  4x12  planks  on 
the  structure.  There  are  some  concrete  piles  that  are  closer  to  the  seawall  that  are  part 
of  the  structure  and  they  also  support  timber  framing.  The  conditions  that  they  saw  in 
the  evaluations  they  did  in  the  fall  included  missing  support  blocks  above  some  of  the 
piles.  They  saw  deteriorated  piles.  In  the  diagram  he  showed  to  the  Port  Commission, 
it  showed  fiill  deterioration  of  the  pile  and  complete  loss  of  structure  capacity.  That 
was  evident  with  a  number  of  piles.  They  identified  those  as  condition  that  should  be 
repaired  in  their  report  last  fall.  Another  slide  showed  that  there  aren't  many  steel 
beams  but  the  steel  structures  supporting  the  deck  is  severely  deteriorated.  They  have 
a  total  loss  of  the  section  of  the  flange  to  the  web  connection.  When  they  were 
inspecting  the  pier,  they  asked  the  operator  to  eliminate  live  loads  over  that  area 
because  they  knew  that  it  had  lost  capacity.  Structural  engineers  will  do  calculations 
and  determine  that  things  will  not  support  loads.  They  actually  support  loads  but 
structurally  they  have  lost  full  capacity. 

After  the  Port  engineering  department  made  a  presentation  to  the  Port  Commission  in 
May,  the  Commission  asked  staff  to  do  a  supplemental  investigation  to  validate  or  do 
more  study  of  C&D's  conclusions.  Staff  retained  C&D  to  do  a  more  detailed 
condition  assessment  of  the  deck  structure.  They  identified  areas  where  they  were 
suspicious  of  deterioration  because  of  what  they  saw  underneath  and  because  of  what 
they  saw  on  top  with  the  paving,  the  cracks  on  the  paving  and  some  of  the 
deformations  in  the  paving.  They  used  a  device  probe  called  the  Resistograph,  where 
they  can  drill  through  the  wood.  Because  of  the  resistance  that  is  measured  in  the 
drilling,  you  can  tell  how  bad  the  deterioration  is  with  the  timber  structures.  They've 
used  this  device  and  this  technique  in  numerous  other  marine  and  other  timber 
structures  and  rehabilitation  of  the  timber  structures.  They  looked  at  12  locations. 
Last  fall,  they've  also  pulled  steel  plates.  There  were  5  steel  plates  that  were  covering 
up  areas  where  there  was  damage.  In  June,  there  are  1 1  steel  plates.  They  elected  to 
pull  two  of  the  steel  plates  to  look  at  the  level  of  deterioration.  The  photograph 
showed  the  kind  of  damage  that  exists  under  those  steel  plates.  This  level  of  damage 
was  supported  by  the  investigation  they  did  with  the  Resistograph.  They  found  a  lot 
of  locations.  Sixty  percent  of  the  locations  where  they  did  the  test,  they  found  that  the 
deck  timber,  which  is  4  inch  timber,  and  the  majority  of  the  joist  which  is  12  inches 
deep  was  severely  deteriorated.  In  some  cases,  it  was  totally  gone.  The  conclusion 
they  came  up  with  in  doing  the  supplemental  evaluation  is  that  the  deck  structure  is 
severely  deteriorated.  The  location  and  the  type  and  the  size  of  the  deterioration  is 
difficult  to  determine  unless  you  remove  the  asphalt  and  unless  you  do  a  detailed 
inspection.  Their  recommendation  to  the  Port  was  that  the  rehabilitation  and  repair 
should  include  repair  of  the  deck  structure.  They  had  a  meeting  with  the  tenant  and 
the  operator  of  the  facility  and  showed  them  the  preliminary  report  a  week  and  a  half 
ago.  They  did  not  have  that  data  in  their  hand  at  that  time  because  we  were  just 
completing  the  study.  The  next  diagram  illustrates  the  recommendations  for 
substructure  repair.  In  the  report,  the  red  dots  and  red  highlights  show  that  timber 
piles  and  pile  repair,  they  are  recommending  that  we  have  24  piles  that  are  repaired. 
There  are  different  techniques  to  do  the  repair.  You  can  install  a  new  pile  instead  of 
repairing  the  pile,  which  is  less  costly  than  repairing  existing  piles.  They  have  support 
repair.  They  have  to  put  the  blocking  back  in  at  several  locations.  They  have  support 
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beams  that  need  to  be  placed.  That's  part  of  their  recommendation  for  the  retrofit  on 
the  substructure,  which  is  identical  to  the  report  that  they  gave  the  Port  in  the  fall. 

The  next  diagram  is  their  recommendation  for  the  pile  and  deck  repair.  They  have 
"W"  on  the  plan  that  shows  to  wrap  the  pile  with  the  HDPE  plastic  wrap  to  repair 
deterioration  of  the  timber  wrap.  They  are  recommending  the  asphalt  paving  in  the 
boardwalk  entirely,  replace  the  deteriorated  deck.  They  had  conversations  with  the 
tenant  and  the  Port  to  come  up  with  clever,  effective  ways  to  reduce  the  cost  of  doing 
the  repair.  The  recommendation  they  made  and  the  cost  estimate  they  provided  to  the 
Port  includes  removal  and  replacement  of  the  deck.  They  would  recommend 
installing  a  waterproof  membrane  over  the  top  of  the  timber  decking  before  putting 
asphalt  back  on.  They  also  recommended  putting  in  drainage  slopes  to  properly  drain 
the  structure.  The  Port  Commission  had  asked  to  look  at  doing  a  one  year,  3  year  or  5 
year  fix.  Because  of  the  condition  of  the  facility,  if  the  repair  is  done  according  to 
their  recommendation,  the  pier  would  have  at  least  5  or  10  years  of  service.  If  it's 
well  maintained,  it  might  be  longer  than  that.  They  didn't  see  an  interim  repair  that 
made  any  sense  given  the  condition  of  the  facility. 

Like  Uday  Prasad  mentioned,  the  Port  has  to  enforce  their  building  code.  They  were 
asked  to  look  if  there  are  seismic  triggers  in  the  building  code  that  if  you  do  a  certain 
level  of  repair  or  you  lose  a  certain  capacity,  it  would  trigger  seismic  upgrade.  They 
determined  that  it  does  trigger  seismic  upgrade.  They  may  be  able  to  minimize  the 
cost  of  the  seismic  upgrade  because  there  are  no  buildings  on  top  of  the  repair.  They 
could  use  the  capacity  they  have  or  put  in  a  limited  additional  capacity  to  satisfy  the 
seismic  upgrade  if  we  are  looking  for  a  5-10  year  service  life. 

Jonathan  Stem,  Assistant  Deputy  Director  of  Planning  and  Development,  indicated 
that  as  Uday  had  mentioned.  Equity  Office  on  midnight  of  July  3,  2008  gave  up  use 
of  this  pier  partially  because  of  its  condition  and  partially  because  the  Port  has  already 
issued  a  notice  that  it  would  be  coming  out  of  service  in  mid-September.  Port  staff  is 
tasked  with  finding  parking  solutions  in  the  Ferry  Building  area.  There  are  three  tasks 
that  Port  staff  need  to  do  to  help  facilitate  the  change  in  parking  in  the  Ferry  Building 
area  with  the  lost  of  approximately  100  valet  spaces  in  Pier  Vi.  First,  we  have  to 
comply  with  our  parking  agreement.  As  part  of  the  Ferry  Building  lease  signed  in 
2001,  there  is  a  parking  agreement  that  gave  the  Port  certain  obligations  to  provide 
150  short  term  parking  spaces  for  Ferry  Building  customer  use.  Certain  amount  of 
people  arrives  at  the  Ferry  Building  in  many  different  ways  including  ferry,  BART, 
Muni,  etc.  They  also  arrive  by  car  which  we  need  to  accommodate.  This  agreement 
states  that  the  Port  would  provide  150  spaces  reasonably  within  our  control  within  a 
specific  area  of  the  Ferry  Building.  It  named  specific  facilities  in  that  agreement  such 
as  Pier  'A  and  SWL  351,  the  Golden  Gate  Garage.  First,  the  Port  has  to  comply  with 
that  agreement.  Second,  the  Port  has  to  come  up  with  other  ground  parking  solutions. 
There  were  100  spots  close  to  the  Ferry  Building.  Though  this  is  a  land  lock  area  with 
a  lot  of  parking  resources  already  in  the  area,  we  need  to  wherever  possible  dedicate 
as  much  parking  as  possible  to  the  Ferry  Building.  Port  staff  are  working  on  other 
smaller  temporary  solutions.  Finally,  there  are  a  number  of  issues  that  need  to  be 
addressed  including  validation  programs  so  it's  more  economically  feasible  and 
there's  incentives  for  people  to  use  existing  parking  for  the  Ferry  Building  area, 
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wayfinding  and  sign  systems  so  people  who  are  not  familiar  with  the  area,  know 
where  to  find  parking. 

When  the  Port  sent  the  120-day  closure  notice  for  Pier  V2  to  Equity  Office  Partners  on 
May  14,  2008  because  of  its  structural  condition,  we  proposed  assignment  of  three 
areas  for  parking  to  satisfy  the  150  space  requirement.  The  first  is  the  continued  use 
of  SWL  351  (Washington  at  Embarcadero).  There  are  approximately  90  spots  there 
that  could  serve  the  Ferry  Building.  The  second  is  to  formalize  the  use  of  the  white 
zone  in  front  of  the  Ferry  Building.  It's  not  currently  subject  to  the  parking 
agreement.  There  are  about  30  spaces  in  front  of  the  Ferry  Building.  We  believe  that 
this  could  be  better  managed  and  could  be  a  primary  resource  for  users  that  truly  need 
to  be  close  to  the  Ferry  Building,  whether  they  are  buying  a  lot  of  things  and  they 
need  to  get  to  their  car  quickly  or  whether  they  have  trouble  getting  into  the  Ferry 
Building  because  of  their  physical  condition,  etc. 

As  allowed  in  the  parking  agreement,  the  Port  also  assigned  58  spaces  in  the  Golden 
Gate  garage  which  is  about  2-3  blocks  away.  It's  owned  by  San  Francisco 
Metropolitan  Transit  Authority  and  operated  by  5  Star  Parking.  Though  we  haven't 
concluded  exactly  how  that  would  work,  those  spaces  are  available.  We  did  them 
originally  under  the  context  of  a  closure  of  September  15,  2008. 

Port  staff  is  about  to  commence  the  Saturday  farmers  market  and  Ferry  Building 
customers  throughout  the  weekend  a  validation  program.  The  stamps  are  already 
available  for  Ferry  Building  merchants  and  for  the  farmer's  market.  Though  it's  not  a 
known  resource  for  parking,  it's  relatively  close;  it  may  not  be  if  you  have  an  entire 
week's  of  groceries  but  for  many  other  people,  it  would  be  a  good  resource  for  the 
Ferry  Building.  This  would  be  accessible  on  the  weekends  for  $3  all  day.  He  showed 
a  flyer  that  the  Port  put  together  in  conjunction  with  CUES  A  and  the  operator  of  that 
facility.  The  idea  is  to  try  this  out.  It  will  commence  this  coming  weekend  before  we 
knew  the  closure  of  Pier  V2  on  July  3,  2008.  This  is  something  that  the  Port  have  in 
place  and  would  like  to  expand.  That's  how  the  Port  will  comply  with  the  parking 
agreement.  We  still  have  to  do  fiirther  negotiation  to  have  a  similar  validation 
program  or  similar  relationship  on  weekdays.  They  have  a  relatively  high  occupancy 
on  weekdays  in  the  Golden  Gate  Garage  but  the  operator  and  MTA  are  confident  that 
the  50  spaces  we  have  identified  can  be  provided  for.  It's  a  matter  of  how  and  when. 
Originally,  the  Port  was  informed  that  it  could  be  available  by  September  15  if  they 
got  notice  by  the  end  of  July.  There  are  a  number  of  other  short  term  solutions  where 
the  Port  can  start  exploring.  There  are  some  spaces  the  Port  has  available  elsewhere  in 
the  Ferry  Building  area  such  as  Pier  3,  SWL  351  and  other  white  zones.  There's  also 
the  marginal  wharf  of  Pier  V2,  approximately  a  quarter  of  what  used  to  be  parked  on  at 
Pier  Vi  that  is  made  of  concrete  and  not  subject  to  the  engineering  analysis  and  the 
closure  notice  on  September  15.  We  can  offer  that  back  as  some  form  of  parking.  The 
Ferry  Building  white  zone  has  already  been  offered. 

There  are  a  number  of  other  medium  and  long  term  solutions.  The  long  term  solution 
is  Pier  Vz  itself  Even  if  we  have  a  contractor  working  today,  we  estimate  it  would 
take  at  least  6  months  to  do  the  construction.  We  haven't  engineered  or  contracted  it. 
It  would  take  a  minimum  of  6  months  to  do  the  repair  and  the  other  part  can  take  a  lot 
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longer  depending  on  the  process,  where  the  money  comes  from,  who  does  the 
contracting  and  who  does  the  engineering.  This  is  something  that  Port  staff  can 
explore.  There  are  regulatory  issues  with  both  the  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan  and  the 
Special  Area  Plan.  BCDC  called  for  the  eventual  removal  of  Pier  V2  as  soon  as 
additional  ferry  floats  are  added  behind  the  Ferry  Building,  which  WETA  is  in  the 
process  of  starting  that.  They  would  like  to  see  those  floats  open  within  five  years. 
Even  if  we  did  that  construction,  we  would  have  a  commitment  on  the  books  from  the 
various  regulatory  agencies  and  Land  Use  Plan  to  pull  it  out  in  5  years.  There  have  to 
be  some  sort  of  regulatory  relief  from  those  existing  policies  of  the  Port  and  others. 
We  also  have  a  long  term  opportunity  at  SWL  351.  It's  subject  to  RFP  for  joint 
private/public  development  which  would  include  at  least  the  replacement  parking 
spaces  but  could  include  more  parking  spaces.  There  are  potentials  to  include  other 
parking  resources  in  the  Ferry  Building  as  structured  or  underground  parking.  There 
was  a  concept  to  develop  parking  under  Block  202.  A  combined  project  such  as 
combining  SWL  35 1  with  the  adjacent  parcel  has  been  part  of  a  discussion  of  a  larger 
underground  parking  structure.  It's  rightfiilly  to  call  those  two  in  particular  long  term 
options.  Those  are  things  that  could  happen  but  would  take  quite  a  bit  of  doing.  There 
is  a  variety  of  things  that  we  can  do  in  the  medium  term  that  are  not  immediately 
within  the  Port's  control  that  we  need  to  look  at.  They  range  from  adding  parking 
spaces  or  availability  of  parking  spaces.  The  most  obvious  one  is  on  Davis  Street,  a 
block  and  a  half  from  the  Ferry  Building.  There  are  a  number  of  areas  that  don't  have 
meters.  They  could  be  added  and  there  will  be  more  parking.  Similarly,  at  least  on 
Saturday  farmer's  market,  there  are  about  40  spaces  reserved  on  Washington,  Drumm 
and  Clay  for  farmer's  vehicles.  If  we  found  other  off  street  parking  for  those  vehicles, 
those  could  be  opened  up  on  Saturdays  for  the  customers  of  the  farmers  market. 
There  are  other  proposals  at  hand  to  allow  parking  on  Ferry  Plaza  for  specific  events 
or  for  specific  types  of  users.  There's  also  the  idea  of  closure  of  the  Southbound 
Embarcadero  lanes  to  provide  more  parking  for  the  farmer's  market.  These  will  allow 
more  parking  for  certain  users  at  certain  times  but  they  are  not  a  global  solution.  They 
involve  quite  a  bit  of  coordination  both  with  regulatory  agencies  such  as  BCDC  and 
other  City  agencies  such  as  DPT  or  DPW.  Those  are  things  we  could  pursue  but  are 
not  going  to  be  quick  or  universal  fixes. 

A  shorter  term  but  still  considers  a  medium  term  option  which  would  take  a  month  or 
two  or  more  to  get  up  and  running  is  to  put  in  place  some  sort  of  wayfinding  and 
signage  system.  The  Ferry  Building  is  an  area  with  lots  of  parking  within  an  easy 
distance.  There  are  a  few  resources  up  to  20  garages  within  a  walking  distance.  If 
people  knew  where  parking  is  and  there  is  a  validation  program  in  place  for  those 
areas,  it  is  conceivable  that  there  would  be  quite  a  bit  of  parking  that  could  be 
provided  for  Ferry  Building  and  farmer's  market  users. 

One  of  the  complaints  by  some  of  these  resources  such  as  75  Howard  and  the  Golden 
Gate  Garages  are  not  close  enough.  One  of  the  things  that  we  are  trying  to  put  in 
place  first  for  the  Golden  Gate  Garage  and  may  be  expanding  to  75  Howard  is  a 
shuttle  system  that  would  allow  free  shuttle  for  people  who  park  on  those  areas  to  be 
able  to  get  to  the  Ferry  Building  for  farmer's  market  or  for  other  uses.  There  are  a 
number  of  items  under  consideration.  Some  of  them  are  things  that  we  can  move 
forward  quickly  and  some  are  going  to  take  a  little  longer  to  implement.  We  are 
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taking  it  very  seriously  and  we  are  now  five  days  into  Pier  V2  being  closed.  We  are 
trying  to  respond  as  quickly  as  possible  with  alternative  parking. 

Dave  Stockdale,  CUESA,  requested  that  the  Port  and  other  departments  within  the 
City  continue  to  work  with  CUESA,  Equity  Office  and  other  waterfront  tenants  to 
create,  as  has  already  been  suggested  today,  not  just  a  short  term  but  also  some  long 
term  parking  solutions  that  will  enable  all  of  their  waterfront  businesses,  not  just  the 
110  market  sellers,  to  be  able  to  provide  nearby  and  affordable  parking  for  their 
customers.  They  encourage  shoppers  to  arrive  by  foot,  bus,  boat  and  train  but  they 
recognize  that  the  majority  of  those  who  purchase  in  large  quantities  prefer  the 
convenience  of  driving  themselves  to  the  waterfront.  The  very  sudden  loss  of  Pier  V2 
left  them  scrambling  for  parking.  They  have  a  plan  in  place  with  the  Port  for  the 
Golden  Gateway  Garage  but  they  don't  know  what  the  public  response  is  going  to  be 
yet.  He  suggested  that  many  of  the  market  workers  and  even  shoppers  arrive  early  on 
Saturdays.  Perhaps,  rather  than  opening  up  that  lot  at  8  a.m.,  they  could  consider 
opening  it  at  7  a.m.  to  service  those  people  who  arrive  early.  As  expressed  to  them  by 
numerous  angry  shoppers  last  Saturday,  they  do  want  shopping  as  close  as  possible 
which  is  why  historically  people  have  chosen  to  wait  in  line  for  the  Pier  V2  lot  rather 
than  park  across  the  street  at  Washington  Street  lot.  They  do  know  there  is  a  demand 
and  we  have  to  look  at  long  term  solutions.  We  need  to  make  sure  we  are  providing 
parking  for  our  disabled  shoppers.  There  could  be  many  other  creative  solutions  and 
opportunities  available  and  CUESA  hope  that  they  are  able  to  participate  fiilly  in  all 
those  discussions  but  reminded  everyone  that  we  have  to  start  rethinking  all  of  our 
long-term  solutions  now. 

Janet  Griggs,  CUESA,  reminded  the  Port  that  their  constituencies  are  the  farmers. 
While  they  were  without  Pier  V2  parking  this  last  Saturday,  if  you  were  to  ask  her 
what  was  the  response  as  far  as  the  shoppers  and  the  farmers  are  concerned,  it's  too 
early  to  tell.  Many  shoppers  were  not  aware  that  this  is  a  permanent  change.  It 
appeared  to  be  a  one- week  only  but  as  we  go  through  the  summer  which  is  the  most 
profitable  for  the  farmers,  they  will  have  a  better  idea  of  how  their  shoppers  respond. 
Before  the  Port  make  any  decisions,  she  asked  that  the  Port  keep  in  touch  with  them. 

Harout  Hagopian,  regional  director  of  operations  for  Equity  Office,  indicated  that 
recently  the  Port  presented  Equity  Office  with  a  supplemental  engineering  report  on 
the  condition  of  Pier  Vi  which  indicated  significant  safety  concerns.  Based  on  this 
new  information,  the  Ferry  Building  did  not  feel  comfortable  with  Pier  V2  because  like 
the  Port  they  are  very  concerned  for  the  public  safety.  After  review  of  the 
supplemental  engineering  report  on  July  3,  2008,  the  Ferry  Building  decided  to 
terminate  its  use  of  Pier  V2.  The  safety  of  their  tenants,  visitors,  general  public, 
employees  and  vendors  is  of  utmost  concern  to  the  Ferry  Building.  They  know  the 
Port  shares  their  commitment  to  the  success  of  the  Ferry  Building.  They  also  know 
the  Port  understands  how  important  it  is  for  the  Ferry  Building's  retail  tenants, 
farmers,  waterfront  visitors  and  customers  to  have  an  adequate  supply  of  parking  as 
close  to  the  Ferry  Building  as  possible.  They  appreciate  that.  The  loss  of  Pier  V2 
parking  is  likely  to  result  in  hardship  to  many  of  the  merchants  as  well  as  farmers  of 
the  Ferry  Plaza  farmers  market  and  their  customers  that  have  come  to  rely  on  nearby 
convenient  parking.  They  appreciate  the  Port's  efforts  thus  far  to  secure  parking 
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spaces  to  replace  Pier  Vi  spaces.  They  are  aware  that  supply  is  limited.  However,  the 
Golden  Gateway  garage  is  not  a  viable  replacement  for  Pier  Vz  because  of  its 
convenience  and  proximity.  Convenience  and  ease  is  essential  for  local  shoppers  to 
remain  daily  and  weekly  patrons  of  the  food  artisans  and  farmer's  market.  Parking  for 
disabled  has  been  greatly  hindered  since  this  past  weekend.  They  are  looking  to  the 
Port  to  find  short  term,  medium  term  and  permanent  solutions  for  parking  within 
close  proximity  to  the  Ferry  building.  They  are  aware  that  today's  agenda  includes 
discussion  of  the  proposed  development  of  SWL  351.  They  believe  that  if  the  150 
Ferry  Building  parking  spaces  are  required  as  a  condition  of  the  development,  that 
this  new  project  could  be  the  permanent  parking  that  supports  not  only  the  Ferry 
Building  but  also  all  the  waterfront  retail  district.  They  would  then  be  enthusiastic  and 
supportive  of  this  development,  hi  the  meantime,  they  reiterated  the  need  for 
uninterrupted  parking  during  the  estimated  construction  period  of  the  proposed 
development.  They  believe  that  Pier  ¥2  could  be  one  of  the  appropriate  sites  to  fill  the 
short  term  parking  needs  of  the  waterfront,  provided  the  Port  can  allocate  the  fiands  to 
make  the  repairs  to  the  pier  and  extend  the  useful  life  through  the  completion  of  the 
new  development.  On  behalf  of  their  tenants,  CUESA,  farmers  and  customers  of  the 
Ferry  Building,  they  are  committed  to  continue  working  with  the  Port  to  evaluate  all 
viable  interim  and  permanent  alternatives  to  satisfy  the  parking  needs  of  the 
waterfront  retail  community  and  provide  the  regional  access  to  the  waterfront. 

Jorge  Martinez,  Stonehouse  California  Olive  Oil,  indicated  that  they  have  a  small 
nave  shop  in  the  Ferry  Building  marketplace.  Stonehouse  Ranch  is  a  1 08  acre  silver 
ridge  ranch  in  Oreville,  CA.  Their  orchards  were  planted  over  100  years  ago.  Parking 
is  critical  to  the  success  of  the  Ferry  Building.  They  appeal  for  solutions  to  repair  Pier 
Vi.  They  ask  for  the  City  to  commit  to  long  term  parking  to  support  the  newly  created 
retail  district  along  the  waterfront.  The  City  needs  to  support  access  to  the  waterfront 
by  providing  parking  and  better  public  transit  and  better  bike  parking  options. 

Sue  Hestor,  Friends  of  Golden  Gateway,  indicated  that  if  you  look  at  the  graphic  you 
will  notice  that  the  building  closest  to  the  Ferry  Building  is  Embarcadero  4. 
Embarcadero  4,  3,  2  and  1  are  closer  to  the  Ferry  Building  and  to  the  farmer's  market 
than  the  Golden  Gateway  Garage.  She  does  not  understand  the  reluctance  of  the  Port 
to  prioritize  working  out  something  for  the  Ferry  Building  parking,  especially  on 
weekends  in  Embarcadero  4.  It's  the  closest  facility.  It's  absolutely  anti- 
environmental  to  consider  building  more  parking  when  there  are  spaces  that  are 
empty  on  weekends.  She  does  not  represent  Embarcadero  4  but  other  people  have 
talked  to  them.  She's  used  Golden  Gateway  garages  on  weekends  because  they  are 
open  on  weekends.  Why  isn't  that  a  high  priority?  Using  existing  parking  resources, 
they  are  closer  than  the  Golden  Gateway  garage.  People  are  paying  to  use  the 
parking;  it's  not  free.  They  can  pay  Golden  Gateway  or  they  can  pay  the 
Embarcadero  Center.  Where  is  the  report  on  your  discussions  with  Embarcadero 
Center?  It's  a  huge  amount  of  parking  between  4,  3,  2  and  1.  Starting  with  4  because 
it's  closest.  If  you  look  at  the  map,  you'll  have  these  parking  going  all  the  way  around 
all  those  garages.  Why  can't  there  be  lines  that  also  say,  parking  is  available  in  each 
one  of  these  buildings  and  what  the  rates  are?  What  is  this  about  other  than  a 
rationalization  to  say  we  need  SWL  351  as  the  parking  resource  which  is  also  farther 
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away  than  Embarcadero  4?  Why  isn't  staff  giving  a  report  on  what  their  discussions 
with  Embarcadero  Center? 

Ernestine  Weiss  agreed  with  Sue  Hestor's  comments.  Embarcadero  4  is  across  the 
way.  The  Port  should  be  using  this  because  the  busiest  day  in  retail  is  Saturday.  That 
space  is  available.  Why  not  promote  that  and  use  it?  With  the  destruction  of  Pier  Vi, 
we  are  going  to  run  short  of  parking  spaces.  That  creates  the  need  for  parking.  The 
Port  has  to  look  at  what's  before  you  and  look  at  the  long  range  planning  and  do  it. 

Nan  Roth  was  upset  to  listen  to  this  discussion  go  on  and  on  without  any  recognition 
of  the  fact  that  from  what  she  reads  and  hears,  the  use  of  public  transportation  has 
dramatically  increased  in  the  last  few  months  because  of  the  high  cost  of  gasoline. 
Does  anybody  think  gasoline  is  going  to  go  down  in  price?  There  may  already  be  a 
noticeable  decrease  in  parking  if  anybody  checks  the  data  in  terms  of  the  City's  uses 
of  garages.  The  City  is  a  major  transit  hub.  We  offer  people  more  transit  options  than 
any  other  community  this  part  of  the  State.  Why  aren't  we  focusing  on  trying  to 
improve  that  aspect  of  access  to  the  Ferry  Building,  rather  than  provide  more 
vehicular  parking  spaces?  She  agrees  and  won't  argue  with  the  fact  that  the  farmers 
need  a  place  to  park  their  cars.  Handicap  people  need  a  place  to  park.  The  rest  of  the 
parking  problem,  we  are  approaching  it  as  if  we  were  living  in  Walnut  Creek  or 
Yountville  rather  than  in  the  middle  of  a  major  urban  city. 

Jonathan  Stem  indicated  that  the  staff  report  mentions  that  CUES  A  has  an  agreement 
with  Embarcadero  Center,  opening  Embarcadero  3  and  4  garages  on  Saturday.  It's 
open  at  8  a.m.  and  available  at  $2  for  the  first  two  hours  and  $3  for  any  subsequent 
hours.  Responding  to  the  closure  on  July  3,  2008,  Port  staff  started  to  draft  a  graphic 
but  it's  not  ready  for  primetime  yet.  Port  staff  are  trying  to  identify  all  the  resources 
in  a  flyer  or  a  board  form.  We're  not  at  a  point  where  we  have  them  available  for 
drivers.  It's  still  in  development. 

Commissioner  Brandon  thanked  staff  for  the  presentation.  Port  staff  is  working  very 
hard  to  come  up  with  short,  mid  and  long  term  solutions  to  the  parking. 

11.     FINANCE  &  ADMINISTRATION 

A.      Request  approval  of  the  Port's  Parks  and  Open  Space  Projects  to  be  included  in  the 
City  &  County  of  San  Francisco's  first  issuance  of  the  2008  Clean  and  Safe  Parks 
General  Obligation  Bonds  (Resolution  No.  08-46) 

Tina  Olson,  Deputy  Director  of  Finance  and  Administration,  indicated  that  as  the 
Commission  is  aware  the  voters  approved  $185  million  General  Obligation  bond  in 
February  2008  for  parks  in  San  Francisco.  $33.5  million  have  been  identified  in  that 
bond  for  waterfront  parks.  The  City  is  planning  its  first  issuance  of  that  bond  for 
August  2008.  We  have  put  together  a  team  of  Port  staff  who  are  going  to  be 
responsible  heralding  these  projects  forward.  Ed  Byrne  is  coordinating  the 
Engineering  effort,  Kim  von  Blohn,  project  manager  for  the  Parks  Bonds  project, 
David  Beaupre,  lead  planner  for  the  Blue  Green  way  projects,  Dan  Hodapp,  lead 
planner  for  Pier  43  and  Brannan  Street  Wharf  Project,  Diane  Oshima,  lead  on  CEQA 


M07082008 


-25- 


and  Daley  Dunham  has  been  writing  the  CEQA  and  Bond  reports.  Through  this 
process,  they've  come  together  with  a  proposal  for  the  first  bond  issuance  which  is 
about  $3.6  million.  It's  primarily  for  review  and  planning  efforts.  We  are  going  to 
fund  all  the  CEQA  review  required  for  all  the  projects  and  all  the  permitting  required 
for  other  projects  in  the  bond.  Engineering  and  design  services  will  be  for  the  Pier  43 
promenade  project,  Bayfront  Park  and  Heron's  Head  Park  Entrance  Way 
improvements,  developing  design  guidelines  and  the  community  planning  effort  for 
the  Blue  Greenway  Projects.  In  the  bond.  Port  staff  identified  $22  million  for  the  Blue 
Greenway  projects  indicating  that  the  specific  projects  and  allocations  will  be  defined 
through  a  community  planning  process.  David  Beaupre  started  drafting  a  work  plan 
for  how  that  will  come  together.  We  also  have  money  to  construct  the  entrance  way 
for  the  Heron's  Head  Park.  We  can  do  the  design  and  construction  within  the  next 
couple  of  years.  We  have  funds  to  install  some  of  the  signs  and  site  furnishings  and 
lighting  that  will  come  out  of  the  design  guidelines  for  the  Blue  Greenway.  There  is 
also  money  to  start  installing  them  after  the  design  guidelines  have  been  completed. 
The  city  expects  the  second  issuance  to  be  in  October  2009.  At  that  time,  we  can 
request  the  funding  to  construct  the  Pier  43  Vi  promenade,  the  Bayfront  Park  and 
possibly  the  Brannan  Street  Wharf,  depending  on  how  far  along  we  get  in  the  design 
and  CEQA  review.  We  can  request  the  engineering  and  design  fiinds  for  the 
remaining  Blue  Greenway  Projects.  The  third  and  last  issuance  of  the  bond  would 
take  place  in  January  201 1.  That's  when  we  would  get  the  construction  fiinds  for  the 
remaining  Blue  Greenway  projects  as  well  as  the  Brannan  Street  Wharf  if  we  didn't 
get  it  in  the  second  issuance.  We  have  submitted  our  application  for  the  CEQA 
review  with  City  Planning.  We  have  received  the  exemption  for  the  Heron's  Head 
Park  Entrance.  We  think  we  can  get  a  negative  declaration  on  the  remaining  projects 
some  time  this  fall.  We  developed  a  scope  of  work  for  the  Blue  Greenway  Design 
Guidelines  and  the  community  planning  process  that  David  Beaupre  is  still  working 
on  and  getting  some  input  fi^om  the  community.  We  prepared  an  RFP  for  the 
engineering  design  services  for  the  Brannan  Street  Wharf  Project  that  we  expect  to 
issue  this  month.  We  are  developing  the  scope  for  the  conceptual  engineering  for  the 
Pier  43  V2  as-needed  contract.  We've  also  outlined  a  work  program  for  the  Bayfront 
Park  and  Heron's  Head  project.  We  have  appropriated  $200,000  of  the  $3.6  million 
for  the  Pier  43  V2  project  because  we  have  an  existing  consultant  we  can  use.  The 
remaining  $3.4  million,  we  are  going  to  request  a  supplemental  appropriate  in 
September  and  then  it  will  go  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  we  should  be  able  to 
start  spending  the  money  in  October. 

Corinne  Woods,  Neighborhood  Parks  Council/Blue  Greenway,  asked  the 
Commission  to  move  forward.  They  are  looking  forward  to  this.  They've  worked  so 
hard  on  this  project.  They  are  looking  forward  to  working  with  David  Beaupre  and 
other  community  groups. 

ACTION:  Commissioner  Lazarus  moved  approval;  Commissioner  Fong  seconded  the 
motion.  All  of  the  Commissioners  were  in  favor;  Resolution  No.  08-46  was  adopted. 
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12.     REAL  ESTATE 

A.  Informational  presentation  regarding  Lease  No.  L- 14564  with  Portco.  Inc..  for  a  Ten 
Year,  One  Hundred  Eighty  (180)  Day  Lease  for  premises  located  at  360  Jefferson 
Street. 

Jeff  Bauer,  Port  Leasing  Manager,  indicated  that  in  2005,  the  Port  adyertised  an  RFP 
for  a  retail  leasing  opportunity  at  360  Jefferson  Street  in  Fisherman's  Wharf.  The  Port 
sought  respondents  to  operate  a  retail  storefront  located  in  the  Fish  Alley  area. 
Possible  uses  were  selected  from  the  Port's  Waterfront  Plan  and  it  included  apparel 
sales,  artisan  and  designer  projects.  The  Port  receiyed  three  respondents  to  the  RFP. 
The  initial  selection  was  a  restaurant  use.  In  2006,  the  Port  Commission  approyed  an 
Exclusiye  Right  to  Negotiate  with  the  Firewood  Cafe.  Following  seyeral  extensions  in 
2007,  the  Commission  approyed  termination  of  the  request  by  the  Firewood  Cafe 
citing  the  high  cost  of  conyerting  a  non-restaurant  space  to  a  full  seryice  restaurant. 
The  second  ranked  respondent  yoluntarily  withdrew  its  proposal.  In  May  2008,  the 
Port  engaged  discussions  with  Portco  and  haye  mutually  agreed  on  acceptable  terms 
and  conditions  for  the  deyelopment  of  a  retail  space  focused  on  apparel  sales.  Portco 
operates  a  yariety  of  retail  and  restaurant  business  enterprises  in  San  Francisco, 
Carmel  and  Monterey.  They  haye  been  a  Port  tenant  for  oyer  15  years.  They  currently 
operate  the  Bay  Company  located  at  496  Jefferson  Street  and  a  Cioppino's  Restaurant 
located  at  400  Jefferson  Street.  The  proposed  retail  store  at  360  Jefferson  would  be 
called  the  Trade  Winds.  The  improyements  are  estimated  at  approximately  $400,000. 
Their  plan  is  to  remoye  large  portions  of  the  second  floor  which  is  a  non-reyenue 
producing  portion.  They  plan  on  adding  ADA  compliant  bathrooms,  upgraded  the 
path  of  trayel  to  make  them  compliant  and  improying  the  interior  and  exterior 
finishes.  Portco  will  repair  the  deficiencies  that  currently  exist  on  the  north  side  of 
Jefferson  Street  by  creating  a  pedestrian  friendly  deck  seating  area  that  includes 
natiye  landscaping.  The  existing  tenant  currently  pays  the  Port  approximately  $.94 
per  square,  $3,749.00  per  month.  Portco's  initial  minimum  rent  is  $18,616  which  is 
an  increase  of  125%.  Portco  is  forecasting  sales  in  the  initial  year  at  $1.2  million  or 
$35-$40  per  square  foot.  The  term  of  the  lease  is  10  years  and  haye  180  day 
construction  period  during  which  no  rent  would  be  charged.  The  percentage  rent  of 
gross  sales  is  8.75.  There  is  an  annual  3%  adjustment.  There  is  a  one-time,  one-year 
option  in  the  10*  year.  There  is  also  a  market  adjustment  for  both  percentage  and 
minimum  rent  so  the  Port  would  be  able  to  reyiew  the  current  rates.  Staff  will  bring 
this  proposal  back  to  the  Commission  at  the  next  meeting. 

B.  Request  approyal  of  License  No.  14321,  including  waiyer  of  fees,  between  the  Port 
and  San  Francisco  Redeyelopment  Agency  for  a  Kayak  Boat  Ramp  located  at  China 
Basin  Channel  (Resolution  No.  08-43) 

Mark  Lozoyoy,  Assistant  Deputy  Director  of  Real  Estate,  indicated  that  1998,  SF 
Redeyelopment  Agency  approyed  redeyelopment  plans  for  the  Mission  Bay  project. 
At  the  same  time,  the  agency  entered  into  owner  participation  agreements  and  other 
related  documents  with  Catellus  Deyelopment  Corporation  which  include  the 
construction  of  41  acres  of  public  open  space  within  the  Mission  Bay  project.  In 
2001,  the  agency  and  the  City,  acting  by  and  through  the  Port,  entered  into  a  Master 
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Ground  Lease  Agreement  in  order  to  implement  the  improvement  of  the  pubHc  open 
space  areas.  Under  the  Master  Lease,  the  agency  is  responsible  for  managing  and 
operating  public  open  space  parcels  into  the  year  2043.  In  the  meantime,  Catellus  has 
sold  its  remaining  undeveloped  land  in  Mission  Bay  to  FOCIL-MB,  a  subsidiary  of 
Farallon  Capital  Management  Corporation.  FOCIL-MB  have  assumed  all  of  Catellus' 
Obligations  for  the  Mission  Bay  Redevelopment  Projects  as  well  as  the  responsibility 
of  developing  all  of  the  public  space  improvements.  One  of  the  planned  public  access 
projects  include  a  public  kayak  boat  ramp  located  at  China  Basin  Channel.  However, 
during  all  these  agreements,  none  of  the  plan  documents  specifically  identified  the 
maintenance  responsibilities  for  the  kayak  ramp  after  its  construction  and  dedication 
to  the  Port  or  the  City. 

In  November  2006,  the  Port  issued  a  building  permit  to  FOCIL-MB  for  the 
construction  of  the  kayak  ramp  with  the  understanding  that  before  the  kayak  ramp 
open  for  public  use,  the  Port  and  the  Agency  would  enter  into  a  license  agreement 
which  would  set  for  all  of  the  maintenance  responsibilities  by  the  agency.  Today, 
FOCIL-MB  has  completed  the  construction  of  the  kayak  ramp.  The  Port  and  the 
agency  have  negotiated  a  license  for  the  site  which  is  before  the  Commission  for 
approval. 

The  basic  proposed  terms  for  the  license  are  as  follows:  The  license  area  is  comprised 
of  approximately  11 92  square  feet  of  area  located  at  China  Basin  Channel.  The 
permitted  use  shall  be  for  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  kayak  boat  ramp.  The 
term  is  from  the  commencement  date  of  November  9,  2006  until  it  expires  in  2043. 
Since  the  agency  is  not  generating  any  revenue  from  the  site,  the  Port  shall  waive  the 
license  fee.  The  only  caveat  is  if  the  agency  creates  a  revenue  stream  from  that  space, 
the  Port  can  come  back  and  charge  market  rents  for  the  site.  There's  a  security  deposit 
of  $10,000  for  faithful  performance  of  all  terms  and  conditions  under  the  license.  The 
agency  is  responsible  100%  of  the  maintenance  and  repair.  This  license  contributes  to 
the  Port's  maritime  and  public  access  trust  mission.  Port  staff  recommends  approval 
of  License  No.  14321  between  the  Port  and  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment 
Agency. 

Corinne  Woods,  Mission  Bay  CAC  chair,  indicated  that  this  is  an  exciting  project. 
They  have  been  watching  it  for  months.  It's  been  finished  but  they  have  not  been  able 
to  use  it  because  of  the  license  agreement.  She  asked  if  there's  any  chance  at  all  the 
Port  could  waive  the  security  deposit  because  no  one  is  making  any  money  off  this. 
This  is  a  publicly  accessible  human  powered  boat  ramp.  It's  part  of  the  Blue 
Greenway.  It's  the  Mission  Creek  loop  of  the  Blue  Greenway.  It's  going  to  be 
accessible  to  kayaks.  She  invited  the  Commission  and  the  Port  staff  on  September  20, 
2008.  There  will  be  a  Mission  Bay  Parks  grand  opening  party. 

Commissioner  Hardeman  asked  for  an  explanation  of  the  $10,000  security  deposit. 
Mr.  Lozovoy  explained  that  the  security  deposit  is  for  the  faithful  performance  of 
rental  fees  or  anything  under  the  license.  In  this  particular  case,  it's  actually  a 
maintenance  agreement.  The  reason  the  Port  is  imposing  a  security  deposit  is  for  the 
maintenance.  If  something  is  not  being  done,  the  Port  can  come  in  and  use  that 
security  deposit  and  protect  itself  in  case  maintenance  is  not  being  done  or  for 
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instance,  the  ramp  breaks  loose  and  the  Port  has  to  step  in  and  keep  it  from  sinking  or 
towed  away.  It's  not  a  huge  security  deposit  but  we  felt  that  it  is  adequate  to  protect 
the  Port  from  minor  things  that  might  happen  that  we  may  have  to  step  in  and  do 
maintenance  or  repairs. 

ACTION:  Commissioner  Hardeman  moved  approval;  Commissioner  Lazarus 
seconded  the  motion.  All  of  the  Commissioners  were  in  favor;  Resolution  No.  08-43 
was  adopted. 

C.      Request  approval  of  a  sixty  (60)  month  lease.  Lease  No.  L- 14526,  between  the  Port, 
as  landlord,  and  One  Big  Man,  One  Big  Truck  Moving  Co.,  Inc.,  as  tenant  for  office 
space  and  storage  space  at  401  Terrv  Francois  Boulevard,  which  includes  a  right  of 
termination  bv  tenant  (Resolution  No.  08-42) 

Jerry  Romani,  City  Real  Estate  Division  employee  working  on  renewing  various  Port 
leases  on  the  Port  holdover  lease  projects  which  was  recently  approved  by  the  Port 
Commission  in  June,  indicated  that  this  item  is  a  lease  renewal  of  office  space  at  401 
Terry  Francois  Blvd.  Such  lease  renewals  do  not  generally  require  Port  Commission 
approval.  However,  this  lease  contains  a  right  of  termination  by  the  tenant  which  is 
not  a  provision  of  the  Port's  standard  boiler  plate  lease.  The  tenant  is  One  Big  Man, 
One  Big  Truck  Moving  Company.  The  premises  consist  of  Suite  126  at  401  Terry 
Francois  Blvd.  which  contains  approximately  598  rentable  square  feet  of  office  space 
and  69  rentable  square  feet  of  storage  space.  The  use  is  for  general  office  and  related 
storage.  The  term  is  for  60  months  commencing  August  1,  2008  and  expiring  on  July 
1,  2013.  The  right  of  termination  for  the  tenant  is  to  provide  them  with  the 
opportunity  to  terminate  their  office  lease  should  the  needs  of  the  Port  result  in  the 
tenant's  inability  to  renew  its  existing  parking  lease  at  Pier  4814  or  to  enter  into  a  new 
parking  lease  with  the  Port  for  parking  premises  comprising  approximately  the  same 
square  feet  area  in  a  location  mutually  agreeable  to  both  parties.  The  base  rent  for  the 
initial  year  will  be  $1,491.55  per  month  which  is  equal  to  $2.35  per  square  foot  for 
office  space  and  $1.25  per  square  foot  for  the  storage  space.  Said  rental  rates  comply 
with  the  Port's  2008/09  Minimum  Monthly  Rental  Rate  Schedule.  The  rent  during  the 
subsequent  years  2-5  will  escalate  annually  at  a  rate  of  3%  on  each  August  1^'. 

ACTION:  Commissioner  Lazarus  moved  approval;  Commissioner  Hardeman 
seconded  the  motion.  All  of  the  Commissioners  were  in  favor;  Resolution  No.  08-42 
was  adopted. 

13.  NEW  BUSINESS  /  AGENDA  SETTING 

14.  PUBLIC  COMMENT 

Flicka  McGurrin,  Pier  23  Cafe,  indicated  that  this  is  problem  that  happened  earlier  in  the 
year.  It's  something  that  the  Port  should  be  aware  of  and  she's  asking  for  rent  credit.  She 
read  her  letter  to  the  Commission.  It  states:  "As  I'm  sure  you  are  aware,  the  Pier  23  Lease 
requires  that  the  Tenant  pay  for  maintenance,  repair  and  replacement  of  all  utilities 
fiimished  in  or  to  the  premises.  As  you  also  may  be  aware,  the  primary  water  main  from  the 
City  delivers  water  to  our  area  of  the  Port  in  an  area  of  the  public  right-of-way  along  the 
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Embarcadero  and  in  front  of  Pier  23.  From  that  point,  the  water  main  to  the  Foreign  Trade 
Zone  heads  diagonally  south  under  a  comer  of  the  Pier  23  premises.  A  small  spur  off  that 
main  line  provides  Pier  23  with  its  water.  The  main  water  supply  to  the  Foreign  Trade  Zone 
has  not  been  maintained  and  has  broken  three  separate  times  in  the  months  of  February  and 
March  2008.  The  areas  of  break  have  nothing  to  do  with  water  to  Pier  23  since  our  water 
comes  off  the  main  supply  before  the  problems  are  encountered.  The  water  main  is  not 
under  Pier  23  and  we  have  since  put  in  a  shut-off  valve  so  we  can  be  protected  when  the 
water  main  breaks  again  and  continue  to  have  plenty  of  water  for  our  purposes. 
Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  the  Lease  and  the  physical  location  of  the  break,  the  Port 
declined  to  fix  the  problem  and  Pier  23  spent  in  excess  of  $14,000  on  the  water  main  leaks. 
The  problems  will  undoubtedly  continue  to  occur  until  real  maintenance  can  be  undertaken 
by  the  Port."  Ms.  McGurrin  described  in  the  diagram  exactly  what  happened  and  what  the 
breakage  consisted  of.  She  also  attached  a  site  plan  for  the  Commission  to  see  what  she's 
talking  about.  This  required  them  to  go  under  the  pier  in  a  boat  and  required  them  to  pay 
for  the  repair.  They've  put  in  a  lot  of  money  for  their  improvements  two  years  ago.  They 
can't  afford  to  be  closed  that's  why  they  had  to  take  the  dire  needs  of  repairing  it  right 
away. 

Commissioner  Brandon  asked  Ms.  Reynolds  to  check  into  this  and  get  back  to  the 
Commission.  Ms.  Reynolds  replied  that  staff  prepared  a  response  to  Ms.  McGurrin's  letter 
for  Monique's  signature.  Staff  will  report  back  to  the  Commission  or  give  the  Commission 
a  copy  of  the  report. 

15.  COMMUNICATIONS 

16.  ADJOURNMENT 

ACTION:  Commissioner  Hardeman  moved  approval  to  adjourn  the  open  session  meeting 
and  reconvene  in  executive  session;  Commissioner  Lazarus  seconded  the  motion.  All  of  the 
Commissioners  were  in  favor. 

At  5:35  p.m.,  the  Port  Commission  reconvened  in  executive  session. 
At  6:00  p.m.  the  Port  Commission  reconvened  in  open  session. 

Commissioner  Pong  moved  approval  to  adjourn  executive  session  and  reconvene  in  open 
session;  Commissioner  Lazarus  seconded  the  motion.  All  of  the  Commissioners  were  in 
favor. 

Commissioner  Pong  moved  approval  to  not  disclose  any  information  discussed  in 
executive  session;  Commissioner  Lazarus  seconded  the  motion.  All  of  the  Commissioners 
were  in  favor. 

Commission  President  Brandon  adjourned  the  meeting  at  6:02  p.m. 
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SAN  FRANCISCO  PORT  COMMISSION 

Kimberly  Brandon,  President 

Rodney  Fong,  Vice  President 

Michael  Hardeman,  Commissioner 

Ann  Lazarus,  Commissioner 
Stephanie  Shakofsky,  Commissioner 

Monique  Moyer,  Executive  Director  Amy  Quesada,  Commission  Secretary 

Phone:  415-274-0400;  Fax:  415-274-0412 Phone:  415-274-0406;  Fax:  415-274-0412 

AGENDA 

TUESDAY,  AUGUST  12.  2008 

2:00  P.M.  CLOSED  SESSION 

3:15  P.M.  OPEN  SESSION 

PORT  COMMISSION  HEARING  ROOM,  SECOND  FLOOR 

FERRY  BUILDING,  SAN  FRANCISCO,  CA  94111 


The  Port  Commission  Agenda  as  well  as  Staff  Reports/Explanatory  Documents  available  to  the  public 
and  provided  to  the  Commission  are  posted  on  the  Port's  Website  at  www.s  fport.com.  The  agenda 
packet  is  also  available  at  the  Pier  1  Reception  Desk, 

If  any  materials  related  to  an  item  on  this  agenda  have  been  distributed  to  the  Port  Commission  after 
distribution  of  the  agenda  packet,  those  materials  are  available  for  public  inspection  at  the  Port 
Commission  Secretary's  office  located  at  Pier  1  during  normal  office  hours. 


DOCUMENTS  OEPT. 


1.  CALL  TO  ORDER  /  ROLL  CALL 

2.  APPROVAL  OF  MINUTES   -     July  8,  2008 

3.  PUBLIC  COMMENT  ON  EXECUTIVE  SESSION        ^  . . 

SAN  FRANCISCO 

4.  EXECUTIVE  SESSION  PUBLIC  L/BRARy 

A.      Vote  on  whether  to  hold  closed  session  to  confer  with  Legal  Counsel  and  Real 
Property  Negotiator, 

(1)  Discussion  of  Executive  Director's  Performance  Evaluation  for  Fiscal  Year 
2008-09  pursuant  to  Section  67.10(b)  of  the  Administrative  Code  and  Section 
54957(b)  of  the  California  Government  Code. 

(2)  CONFERENCE  WITH  LEGAL  COUNSEL  REGARDING  EXISTING 
LITIGATION  MATTER  (DISCUSSION  AND  ACTION  ITEM). 
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a.    Discuss  existing  litigation  matter  pursuant  to  California  Government  Code 
Section  54956.9(a)  and  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  Section  67.10(d) 
and  67.12:  (1  case): 

i.  Dennis  O'Shea  v.  City  &  County  of  San  Francisco  (San  Francisco 
Superior  Court  Case  No.  06-449409):  Discussion  and  approval  of 
proposed  settlement  of  existing  litigation  upon  terms  that  include 
payment  by  the  City,  through  the  Port  Commission,  of  $15,000  in 
settlement  of  all  claims,  conditioned  on  plaintiffs  provision  of 
information  to  the  City,  dismissal  of  all  of  plaintiff's  claims,  and  the 
plaintiffs  and  Port's  mutual  and  fmal  release  of  all  claims  against 
each  other  related  to  the  litigation. 

(3)     CONFERENCE  WITH  REAL  PROPERTY  NEGOTIATOR  -  This  is 

specifically  authorized  under  California  Government  Code  Section  54956.8. 
This  session  is  closed  to  any  non-City/Port  representative.  * 

a.  Property:  Pier  80 

Person  Negotiating:  Port:  Peter  Dailey,  Deputy  Director,  Maritime 
*Metropolitan  Stevedore  Company  (dba  Metro  Ports):  John  Hampton,  Chief 
Financial  Officer 

Under  Negotiation:    Price  Terms  of  Payment  XBoth 

An  executive  session  has  been  calendared  to  give  direction  to  staff  regarding 
real  estate  negotiations  for  Port  property  located  at  Pier  80. 

b.  Property:  Pier  Yi 

Person  Negotiating:  Port:  Byron  Rhett,  Deputy  Director,  Planning  & 

Development 

*Equity  Office  Partners:  Harout  Hagopian 

Under  Negotiation:    Price  Terms  of  Payment  X  Both 

An  executive  session  has  been  calendared  to  give  direction  to  staff  regarding 
real  estate  negotiations  for  Port  property  located  at  Pier  /4. 

c.  Property:  AB  8719,  Lot  002,  also  known  as  Seawall  Lot  337,  AB  9900,  Lot 
62,  also  known  as  China  Basin  Park,  and  AB  9900,  Lot  048  and  AB  9900, 
Lot  048H,  also  known  as  Pier  48  (all  bounded  generally  by  China  Basin,  the 
San  Francisco  Bay,  Mission  Rock  Street,  and  Third  Street) 

Person  Negotiating:  Port:  Byron  Rhett,  Deputy  Director,  Planning  & 

Development 

*Negotiating  Parties: 

(1)  Kenwood  Investment,  LLC,  Boston  Properties,  Wilson,  Meany  Sullivan 

(2)  San  Francisco  Giants,  The  Cordish  Company,  Farallon  Capital 
Management 

Under  Negotiations: Price Terms  of  Payment  X  Both 
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The  Commission  found  the  non-Port  parties  identified  above  qualified  based 
on  their  responses  to  a  request  for  quahfications  for  the  lease  and 
development  of  the  area  generally  known  as  Seawall  Lot  337,  China  Basin 
Park,  and  Pier  48,  and  selected  both  of  them  to  be  invited  to  respond  to  a 
request  for  proposals  for  the  lease  and  development  of  the  properties.  In  this 
executive  session,  the  Port  intends  to  seek  direction  from  the  Commission 
on  matters  that  may  affect  the  competitive  process  now  underway. 

5.  RECONVENE  IN  OPEN  SESSION 

A.  Possible  report  on  actions  taken  in  closed  session  pursuant  to  Government  Code 
Section  54957.1  and  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  Section  67.12. 

B.  Vote  in  open  session  on  whether  to  disclose  any  or  all  executive  session 
discussions  pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section  54957.1  and  San  Francisco 
Administrative  Code  Section  67.12. 

C.  Vote  on  whether  to  approve  proposed  settlement  of  litigation  entitled  Dennis 
O'Shea  v.  City  &  County  of  San  Francisco  (San  Francisco  Superior  Court 
Case  No.  06-449409).   (Also  listed  above.  Closed  Session,  Item  No.  4A(l)a.i) 

6.  ANNOUNCEMENT  OF  PROHIBITION  OF  SOUND  PRODUCING  DEVICES 
DURING  THE  MEETING 

Please  be  advised  that  the  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers,  and  similar  sound- 
producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be  advised  that  the 
Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the 
ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone,  pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  device. 

7.  EXECUTIVE 

A.  Executive  Director's  Report 

•  Festival  of  Sail  -  July  23-27,  2008 

•  Illinois  Street  Bridge  Opening  -  July  24,  2008 

•  "Cool  Globes:  Hot  Ideas  for  a  Cooler  Planet"  at  Crissy  Field,  August  5-12,  2008 

•  Sunday  Streets  -  August  3 1  and  September  14,  2008 

•  La  Mar  Cebicheria  Peruana,  Pier  1 V2  Restaurant  scheduled  to  open  September  18, 
2008 

B.  Informational  presentation  regarding  the  Annual  Contracting  Activity  Quarterly 
Report  -  Fiscal  Year  2007/08;  4th  Quarter  Period  April  1,  2008  through  June  30, 
2008. 
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8.  CONSENT 

A.  Request  approval  of  Lease  No.  L-14564  and  License  E-14589  with  Portco,  Inc.,  for  a 
Ten  Year,  180-Day  Lease  for  premises  located  at  360  Jefferson  Street.  (Resolution 
No.  08-47) 

B.  Request  authorization  to  advertise  for  competitive  bids  for  the  Pier  45  Drainage 
Improvements  Project,  Contract  2719.  (Resolution  No.  08-48) 

C.  Request  authorization  to  increase  the  amount  of  Contract  Service  Orders  to  Weiss 
Associates  for  as-needed  environmental  consulting  services  by  the  sum  of  $100,000, 
thereby  resulting  in  a  cumulative  total  of  $261,897  for  such  services.  (Resolution  No. 
08-49) 

D.  Request  approval  of  amendment  of  Port  Commission  Resolution  08-24  to  authorize 
the  Executive  Director  to  execute  a  contract  with  Cochran,  Inc.  for  the  installation  of 
shoreside  power  equipment  at  Pier  27  for  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $3,200,000. 
(Resolution  No.  08-50) 

9.  PLANNING  &  DEVELOPMENT 

A.  Request  Approval  of  Amended  and  Restated  Exclusive  Negotiation  Agreement,  and 
of  Amended  and  Restated  Term  Sheet,  with  the  Exploratorium  for  Lease  and 
Development  of  Pier  15  and  Pier  17  on  The  Embarcadero  at  Green  Street.  (Resolution 
No.  08-51) 

B.  Informational  briefing  on  the  status  of  the  Pier  70  Master  Planning  Process. 

C.  Informational  Presentation  on  BAE  Systems  San  Francisco  Ship  Repair  Operations  at 
Pier  70  -  Completion  of  Enhancements  to  Drydock  #2  and  Master  Planning  Update. 

D.  Informational  briefing  on  the  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan. 

10.  REAL  ESTATE 

A.      Request  approval  of  a  resolution  urging  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  approve  an 

amendment  to  the  Settlement  Agreement  between  PG&E  and  the  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco,  dated  June  14,  2005,  regarding  a  claim  of  encroachment  by  PG&E's 
Hunters  Point  Power  Plant  on  Custer,  Davidson,  India  and  Ingalls  Streets,  by:  (1) 
extending  PG&E's  right  to  continue  occupying  approximately  35,465  square  feet  of 
Custer  and  Davidson  Streets  until  July  31,  2012,  and  to  continue  occupying 
approximately  56,484  square  feet  of  Custer,  Davidson,  India,  and  Ingalls  Streets  until 
July  31,  2016,  with  options  to  extend  each  period  of  occupancy  for  periods  of  6 
months  at  a  time  with  the  Port's  prior  written  consent;  and  (2)  delaying  the 
commencement  date  of  the  5-year  lease  to  PG&E  of  approximately  1,421  square  feet 
of  Davidson  Street  from  January  1,  2008  to  August  1,  2012.  (Resolution  No.  08-52) 
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1 1 .  FINANCE  AND  ADMINISTRATION 

A.  Request  approval  of  the  Port's  Revised  Annual  Operating  and  Capital  Budgets  for 
Fiscal  Year  2008-09.  (Resolution  No.  08-53) 

B.  Request  authorization  to  issue  Request  for  Proposals  (RFP)  to  hire  a  qualified 
financial  advisor  to  assist  Port  staff  with  debt  financings,  financial  planning,  debt 
management,  and  other  financial  advisory  services  as  needed.  (Resolution  No.  08-54) 

12.  NEW  BUSINESS  /  AGENDA  SETTING 

♦  New  Business 

♦  Agenda  Setting  (Targeted  Commission  meeting,  subject  to  change) 

•  Informational  presentation  of  Development  Proposals  for  Seawall  Lot  337, 
bounded  by  China  Basin  Channel,  Third  Street,  Mission  Rock  Street  and  Terry 
Francois  Boulevard,  in  response  to  the  SWL  337  Development  Request  for 
Proposals  (September  9,  2008) 

•  Request  approval  of  Lease  No.  L-14584  with  TCHO  Ventures,  Inc.  a  Delaware 
Corporation,  for  premises  located  at  Pier  17  for  a  term  of  5  Years  (September  9, 
2008) 

•  Request  approval  of  a  2008  Clean  and  Safe  Neighborhood  Parks  General 
Obligation  Bond  supplemental  appropriation  of  bond  fiinds  in  the  amount  of 
$3,444,438  for  various  waterfront  parks  projects  on  Port  property  (September  9, 
2008) 

•  Request  approval  of  the  First  Amendment  to  the  Terminal  Management 
Agreement  with  Metropolitan  Stevedore  Company  for  Pier  80  (September  9,  2008) 

•  Request  authorization  to  advertise  for  competitive  bids  for  Construction  Contract 
No.  2725,  Pier  80  Security  Fences  Project  (September  9,  2008) 

•  Informational  Presentation  Regarding  Approval  of  Lease  No.  L- 145 81  with  D  &  G 
Company  LLC,  d.b.a.  Lou's  at  Pier  47  for  a  term  of  20  Years  for  a  Restaurant  Site 
at  300  Jefferson  Street  (September  23,  2008) 

•  Update  on  Port  response  to  the  City  Controller's  Audit  of  the  Port's  Purchasing 
and  Inventory  Systems  (September  23,  2008) 

•  Informational  presentation  regarding  the  removal  of  wood  frame  diner  at  Pier  45 
(September  23,  2008) 

•  Informational  Presentation  on  a  proposed  lease  with  Solar  City,  Inc.  for  the 
premises  located  at  Pier  96  Maintenance  and  Repair  Building  (September  23, 
2008) 

•  Request  authorization  to  award  a  contract  for  professional  engineering  services 
for  the  Brannan  Street  Wharf  project,  located  immediately  east  of  The 
Embarcadero  Promenade  between  Piers  30-32  and  38  (Sept  23,  2008) 

•  Request  adoption  of  a  resolution  urging  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  accept  the 
offer  of  a  gift  from  the  Copra  Crane  Landmark  Association  to  repair  and  improve 
the  copra  crane  at  Pier  84  on  Islais  Creek  (September  23,  2008) 

•  Informational  Presentation  regarding  the  status  of  PG&E's  environmental 
investigation  at  the  Potrero  Power  Plant  shoreline  (October  14,  2008) 
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•  Informational  Presentation  regarding  a  Memorandum  of  Understanding  No.  M- 
14534  between  the  Port  and  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  for 
Solar  Panels  installation  on  the  Lighter  Freight  Facility  at  Pier  96  (October  14, 
2008) 

•  Informational  Presentation  regarding  Lease  No.  L- 14590  with  Distillery  209  for 
a  Term  of  Ten  Years  (October  28,  2008) 

•  Request  authorization  to  award  a  contract  for  Brownfields  Environmental 
Investigation  for  Pier  70  (Date  to  be  determined) 

•  Request  approval  of  a  Memorandum  of  Understanding  No.  M- 14534  between  the 
Port  and  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  for  Solar  Panels 
installation  on  the  Lighter  Freight  Facility  at  Pier  96  (Date  to  be  determined) 

13.  PUBLIC  COMMENT 

Public  comment  is  permitted  on  any  matter  within  Port  jurisdiction  and  is  not  limited  to 
agenda  items.  Public  comment  on  non-agenda  items  may  be  raised  during  New 
Business/Public  Comment.  A  member  of  the  public  has  up  to  three  minutes  to  make 
pertinent  public  comments  before  action  is  taken  on  any  agenda  item  and  during  the  new 
business/public  comment  period.  It  is  strongly  recommended  that  public  comments  be 
submitted  in  writing  so  they  can  be  distributed  to  the  Commissioners  for  their  review. 
Please  fill  out  a  speaker  card  and  hand  it  to  the  Commission  Secretary.  If  you  have  any 
question  regarding  the  agenda,  please  contact  the  Commission  Secretary  at  274-0406. 

14.  COMMUNICATIONS 


Communications  to  the  Port  Commission  from  July  3,  2008  to  August  7,  2008: 
From  Flicka  McGurrin,  Pier  Cafe,  regarding  water  main  break 
From  Kathi  Demarest,  The  Gardener  General  Manager,  regarding  Pier  Vi  parking 
lot 

From  Robert  Mack,  regarding  the  Pier  Va  parking  lot 
From  Gunnar  Henrioulle,  regarding  "Life  After  the  Oil  Crash  Forum" 
From  Dennis  MacKenzie,  Round  the  Diamond,  regarding  Economic  Engine/Mixed- 
Use  Recreation  Project  -  Piers  27-31/Piers  30-32/Seawall  Lot  #337 
From  Port  staff,  copy  of  a  letter  to  Senator  Tom  Torlakson  regarding  support  for 
AB  2367 

From  Port  staff,  copy  of  a  letter  to  Senator  Dave  Cox  regarding  support  for  AB 
2367 

From  Port  staff,  copy  of  Bay  Crossings  article  entitled  "S.F.  Opens  Public  Boat 
Launch  Facility" 

From  Port  staff,  copy  of  Bay  Crossings  article  entitled  "The  City  Was  Born  at  the 
Port,  and  It  Still  Thrives" 


15.     ADJOURNMENT 
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SEPTEMBER  2008 
CALENDAR  OF  UPCOMING  PORT  MEETINGS  -  OPEN  TO  THE  PUBLIC 

Date Time Group Location 

September  9  2:00  p.m.        Closed  Session/Port  Commission     Port  Commission  Room 

3:15  p.m.        Open  Session  @  Ferry  Building 

September  23  2:00  p.m.       Closed  Session/Port  Commission     Port  Commission  Room 

3:15  p.m.        Open  Session  @  Ferry  Building 

NOTES: 

The  San  Francisco  Port  Commission  meets  regularly  on  the  second  and  fourth  Tuesday  of  the 
month  at  3:15  p.m.,  unless  otherwise  noticed.  The  Commission  Agenda  and  staff  reports  are 
posted  on  the  Port's  Website  @  www.sfport.com.  Contact  Amy  Quesada  at  274-0406. 

The  Fisherman's  Wharf  Waterfront  Advisory  Group  (FWWAG)  meets  regularly  on  a  bi-monthly  basis, 
on  the  third  Tuesday  of  the  month.  The  regular  meeting  time  and  place  is  9:00  a.m.  at  Scoma's 
Restaurant,  Pier  47  at  Fisherman's  Wharf  Contact  Michael  Nemey  @  274-0416  or 
michacl.ncmcv@sfport.com 

The  Maritime  Commerce  Advisory  Committee  (MCAC)  meets  on  a  bi-monthly  basis,  on  the  third 
Thursday  of  the  month,  from  1 1:30  a.m.  to  1:30  p.m.  @  Pier  1.  Contact  Jim  Maloney  @  274-0519  or 
jim.maloney@sfport.com 

The  Mission  Bay  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  meets  regularly  on  the  second  Thursday  of  the  month, 
from  5:30  to  7:30  p.m.  at  the  Mission  Bay  Visitor  Center  (255  Channel  Street).  Contact  Catherine  Reilly, 
Assistant  Project  Manager,  Redevelopment  Agency,  @  749-25 16  or  Catherine 
Reilly/REDEV/SFGOV@SFGOV 

The  Northeast  Waterfront  Advisory  Group  (NEW AG)  meets  regularly  on  a  bi-monthly  basis  on  the  first 
Wednesday  of  the  month  from  5:00  p.m.  to  7:00  p.m.  in  the  Bayside  Conference  Room  @  Pier  1.  Contact 
Jennifer  Sobol  @  274-0548  or  jennifer.sobol@sfport.com 

The  Central  Waterfront  Advisory  Group  (CWAG)  meets  monthly  on  an  as-needed  basis,  generally  on  the 
third  Wednesday  of  the  month  from  5  to  7  p.m.  in  the  Bayside  Conference  Room  at  Pier  1.  Contact  Mark 
Paez  @  705-8674  or  mark.paez(a)sfport.com 

The  Rincon  Point-South  Beach  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  meets  regularly  on  the  third  Monday  of  the 
month,  from  5:00-7:00  p.m.  at  the  South  Beach  Yacht  Club  (Pier  40  on  The  Embarcadero).  Contact 
Catherine  Reilly,  Assistant  Project  Manager,  Redevelopment  Agency,  @  749-2516  or 
Catherine.Reilly/REDEV/SFGOV@SFGOV 

The  Southern  Waterfront  Advisory  Conmiittee  (SWAC)  meets  every  last  Wednesday  of  the  month  from 
6:15  to  8:15  p.m.  Location  to  be  determined.  Contact  David  Beaupre  @  274-0539  or 
david_beaupre(g)sfport.com 

The  Waterfront  Design  Advisory  Committee  (WD AC)  meets  jointly  with  the  Design  Review  Board  of  the 
Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission  on  the  first  Monday  of  the  month  at  BCDC,  50 
California  Street,  Rm.  2600,  at  6:30  p.m.  The  Committee  meets  as  needed  on  the  third  Tuesday  of  the 
month  from  1 1  a.m.  to  1  p.m.  in  the  Bayside  Conf  Rm.  @  Pier  1 .  Contact  Dan  Hodapp  @  274-0625  or 
dan.hodapp(a)sfport.com 
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ACCESSIBLE  MEETING  INFORMATION 
FERRY  BUILDING: 


The  Port  Commission  Hearing  Room  is  located  on  the  second  floor  of  the  Ferry  Building.  The 
main  public  entrance  is  from  the  west  (Embarcadero)  side  and  is  served  by  a  bank  of  elevators 
adjacent  to  the  historic  staircase.  Accessible  public  restrooms  are  on  the  first  floor  at  the 
northeast  end  of  the  building  as  well  as  on  the  second  floor  across  the  lobby  from  the  Port 
Commission  Hearing  Room.  The  main  path  of  travel  to  the  Port  Commission  Hearing  Room  is 
equipped  with  remote  infrared  signage  (Talking  Signs).  The  Port  Commission  Hearing  Room  is 
wheelchair  accessible.  Accessible  seating  for  persons  with  disabilities  (including  those  using 
wheelchairs)  is  available.  The  closest  accessible  BART  and  MUNI  Metro  station  is  Embarcadero 
located  at  Market  &  Spear  Streets.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  the  Ferry  Building  area  are 
the  F-Line,  9,  31,  32  and  71.  For  more  information  about  MUNI  accessible  services,  call  (415) 
923-6142.  The  nearest  accessible  parking  is  provided  in  the  following  off-street  pay  lots: 


A)  3  spaces  in  the  surface  lot  on  the  west  side  of  the  Embarcadero  at  Washington  St. 

B)  3  spaces  in  the  Pier  1/2  lot,  located  on  the  east  side  of  the  Embarcadero  between  the  Ferry 
Building  and  Pier  1 .  During  business  hours  this  lot  is  operated  by  valets. 

C)  Hourly  and  valet  parking  in  the  Pier  3  lot.  This  lot  is  accessed  through  the  Pier  3  bulkhead 
building  entrance  on  the  east  side  of  the  Embarcadero.  This  lot  is  located  on  the  pier  deck; 
adjacent  to  the  ferry  boat  Santa  Rosa. 

Additional  covered  accessible  off-street  pay  parking  is  available  in  the  Golden  Gateway  Garage, 
which  is  bounded  by  Washington,  Clay,  Drumm  and  Battery  Streets.  Entrance  is  on  Clay  St. 
between  Battery  and  Front  Streets.  There  is  no  high-top  van  parking.  Metered  street  parking  is 
available  on  the  Embarcadero,  Washington,  Folsom  &  Drumm  Streets. 

FIERI: 

The  Port's  fully  accessible  offices  are  in  the  west  end  of  Pier  1.  There  are  two  public  entrances; 
the  main  entrance  on  the  west  (Embarcadero),  and  the  Port  History  walk  entrance  on  the  south 
apron.  Each  of  these  entrances  is  provided  with  an  automatically  operated  door.  Both  entrances 
lead  to  the  Bayside  conference  rooms.  Accessible  public  restrooms,  drinking  fountains, 
payphone  and  TTY  are  on  the  first  floor  near  the  main  entrance.  The  public  spaces  of  the  Port's 
offices  are  equipped  with  remote  infrared  signage  (Talking  Signs)  identifying  all  primary 
entrances,  paths  of  travel,  meeting  rooms  and  amenities.  Accessible  seating  areas  and  assistive 
listening  devices  will  be  available  in  the  Bayside  Conference  rooms. 
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Accessible  meeting  information  policy; 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental 
illness,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are 
reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical  based  products.  Please  help 
the  City  to  accommodate  these  individuals. 


A  sign  language  interpreter  and  alternative  format  copies  of  meeting  agendas  and  other  materials 
can  be  provided  upon  request  made  at  least  72  hours  in  advance  of  any  scheduled  meeting. 
Contact  Wendy  Proctor,  Port's  ADA  Coordinator,  at  274-0592,  the  Port's  TTY  number  is  (415) 
274-0587. 

Know  Your  Rights  Under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance: 

Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  fiill  view  of  the  public. 
Commissions,  boards,  councils  and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the 
people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted  before  the  people  and 
that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under 
the  Sunshine  Ordinance  (Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code)  or  to  report  a 
violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  Frank  Darby  by  mail:  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  1  Dr. 
Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  Room  244,  San  Francisco  CA  94102-4689;  by  phone  at  (415)  554- 
7724;  by  fax  at  (415)  554-7854  or  by  email  at  sotf@sfgov.org.  Citizens  interested  in  obtaining  a 
free  copy  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  request  a  copy  from  Mr.  Darby  or  by  printing  Chapter 
67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  on  the  Internet,  at  http://www.sfgov.org/sunshine. 

NOTICES 

Prohibition  of  Ringing  of  Sound  Producing  Devices: 


The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers,  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are 
prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the 
meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone,  pager,  or  other 
similar  sound-producing  electronic  device. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements; 

Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative 
action  may  be  required  by  the  San  Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  (SF  Campaign  &  Government 
Conduct  Code  Sections  §2. 100  -  2. 160)  to  register  and  report  lobbying  activity.  For  more 
information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  San  Francisco  Ethics  Commission 
at  30  Van  Ness,  Suite  3900,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102,  phone  (415)  581-2300  or  fax  (415)  581- 
2317;  web  site:  www.sfgov.org/ethics. 
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PORTo^ 

SAN  FRANCISCO 

MEMORANDUM 

August  6,  2008 

TO:  MEMBERS,  PORT  COMMISSION 

Hon.  Kimberly  Brandon,  President 
Hon.  Rodney  Fong,  Vice  President 
Hon.  Ann  Lazarus 
Hon.  Michael  Hardeman 
Hon.  Stephanie  Shakofsky 

FROM:  Monique  Moyer  -^^— -/M^    _^  /^^^-^. 

Executive  Director    ' —  /     /j 

SUBJECT:      Annual  Contracting  Activity  Quarterly  Report  -  Fiscal  Year  2007/08; 
4^^  Quarter  Period  April  1,  2008  through  June  30,  2008 


DIRECTOR'S  RECOMME>JDATION;  Informational  Item  -  No  Action  Required 

BACKGROUND 

The  purpose  of  this  report  is  to  comply  with  legal  and  policy  mandates  for  the  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco  and  Port  Commission.  These  legal  and  policy  requirements  are  primarily  based 
upon  the  following: 

1.  "As-Needed"  contracting  requirements  as  promulgated  by  Section  6.64  of  the  San 
Francisco  Administrative  Code,  Port  Commission  Resolution  03-50  and  a  Letter  of 
Agreement  with  Local  21  International  Federation  of  Professional  and  Technical 
Employees  Association  (IFPTE).  (Effective  April  2005,  a  $200,000  limit  was  imposed 
via  City  ordinance  for  use  of  as-needed  contract  services  per  each  single  public  works 
project;  not  including  general  planning  or  non-construction  related  professional  services 
such  as  real  estate  economics  as-needed  contracts.) 

2.  Local  2 1  Union  for  the  IFPTE  and  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Department  of 
Public  Works  requested  that  the  Port  include  the  following  additional  information  in  the 
subject  quarterly  reports,  as  it  applies  to  the  use  of  as-needed  professional  service 
contracts: 

•  Contracting  activity  for  the  current  reporting  period 

•  Anticipated  contracting  activity  for  the  upcoming  quarter 

•  Estimated  staffing  numbers  and  projects  related  to  the  as-needed  contract  services. 
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3.    San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  Section  14(b)  requires  all  departments  and  contract 
awarding  authorities  to  report  to  the  Mayor  on  their  progress  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year 
toward  the  achievement  of  the  LBE  goals  and  their  steps  to  ensure  non-discrimination 
against  MBEs  (Minority  Business  Enterprises),  WBEs  (Women  Business  Enterprises) 
and  OBEs  (Local  businesses  other  than  MBE  or  WBE). 

The  Port  of  San  Francisco  has  been  assigned  by  the  San  Francisco  Human  Rights 
Commission  (HRC)  an  overall  Disadvantaged  Business  Enterprise  (DBE)  or  Local 
Business  Enterprise  (LBE)  subcontracting  participation  goal  of  20%.   This  means  that 
20%  of  all  of  contracted  work  procured  by  the  Port  of  San  Francisco  must  be  awarded 
to  Local  Business  Enterprises  or  the  contractor  must  have  demonstrated  a  good  faith 
effort  to  do  so. 

In  the  award  of  leases,  franchises,  concessions,  and  other  contracts  not  subject  to  the 
discount  provisions  of  Administrative  Code  Section  14(b),  contract  awarding  authorities, 
such  as  the  Port,  shall  take  specified  steps  in  utilizing  the  good  faith  efforts  to  maximize 
opportunities  for  LBE  participation,  as  deemed  practicable  to  do  so.  At  the  minimum, 
contract  awarding  authorities  should  notify  LBEs  that  are  certified  to  perform  the  work 
contemplated  in  a  contract  and  solicit  their  interest  in  the  contract.  These  steps  of  good 
faith  are  described  in  each  solicitation  for  a  Port  lease,  franchise,  concession  and  other 
contracts  such  as  development  agreements. 

Definitions 

1 .  As-needed  Professional  Service  Contracts  include  professional  service  contracts 
procured  on  a  request  for  qualifications  basis  to  establish  a  pool  of  Master  Agreements 
in  which  work  is  contracted  under  task  orders  or  Contract  Service  Orders  (CSOs),  as 
needed  to  complete  work  required  on  an  immediate  basis  that  can  not  otherwise  be 
performed  by  existing  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  staff.  The  Port  has  twelve  as- 
needed  contracts  that  have  a  total  authorized  contracting  capacity  of  $8,150,000. 

2.  Professional  Service  Contracts  procured  through  a  formal  contracting  process 
-contracts  valued  greater  than  $29,000 

3.  Professional  Service  Contracts  procured  through  an  informal  contracting  process 

-  contracts  valued  at  less  than  $29,000 

4.  Construction  Service  Contracts 

-public  works/construction  contract  means  a  contract  for  the  erection,  construction, 
renovation,  alteration,  improvement,  demolition,  excavation,  installation,  or  repair  of 
any  public  building,  structure,  infrastructure,  bridge,  road,  street,  park,  dam,  tunnel, 
utility  or  similar  public  facility  that  is  performed  by  or  for  the  City 

5.  Information  Technology  Contracts 

-  acquisition  of  computer  hardware,  software,  peripherals  and  appropriate  network, 
consulting,  maintenance,  training  and  support  services,  as  well  as  any  successor 
contracts 

6.  General  Services  Contracts 

-  an  agreement  for  those  services  that  are  not  professional  services.   Examples  of 
"general  services"  include:  janitorial,  security  guard,  pest  control,  parking  lot 
attendants  and  landscaping  services 
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Based  upon  the  above  information,  this  report  is  divided  into  two  sections  to  cover  each  of  the 
legally  mandated  reporting  requirements  consisting  of:  1)  Administrative  Code  Section  6.64  - 
As-Needed  Contracting  Activity;  and  2)  Administrative  Code  Section  14(b)  -  All  other 
Contracting  Activity. 

SUMMARY 

Disadvantaged/Local  Business  Enterprise  Participation 

As  illustrated  below,  the  Port  has  exceeded  its  overall  D/LBE  subcontracting  goal  of  20%  for 

Fiscal  Year  (FY)  07/08  on  all  contracts  required  to  be  monitored. 

The  following  table  summarizes  the  Port's  Annual  Contracting  Activity  for  FY  07/08. 


Type  of  Contract 

Amount 
Awarded 

D/LBE 
Amount 

D/LBE  % 

As-Needed  Professional  Services 

$1,901,058 

$  551,219 

21.76% 

General  Services  (Contracts  Only*) 

$    630,955 

$   126,191 

20% 

Formal  Professional  Services 

$    249,341 

$     57,348 

23% 

Informal  Professional  Services 

$    117,425 

$     50,000 

46.54% 

Construction  Services 

$6,471,951 

$1,232,232 

19.04% 

Information  Technology  (General  Services) 

$    401,000 

$  388,200 

96.8% 

Totals 

$9,771,730 

$2,405,190 

24.6  % 

♦Includes  all  active  contracts. 


The  following  table  summarizes  the  Port's  Quarterly  Contracting  Activity  by  Master 
Agreement  discipline  of  professional  services  for  the  4"*  Quarter  FY  07/08. 


Type  of  As-Needed  Professional 
Services  Contract 

Amount 
Awarded 

D/LBE 

Amount 

D/LBE  % 

Architectural  &  Engineering 

$252,795 

$76,913 

30.4% 

Environmental 

$250,576 

$94,507 

37.7% 

Real  Estate  Economics 

$96,514 

$16,920 

17.5% 

Construction  Support  Services 

$0 

$0 

0% 

Totals 

$599,885 

$188,340 

31.40% 

The  following  table  summarizes  the  Port's  Contract  DBE  participation  for  FY  07/08  as 
compared  to  the  previous  FY  06/07  and  cumulative  amounts  for  both  years. 


Type  of  As-Needed  Professional  Services 
Contract 

FY  06/07 
DBE 

FY  07/08 
DBE 

Cumulative 
DBE 

Architectural  &  Engineering 

17.3% 

$165,604 

25.6% 

$193,781 

21% 

$359,385 

Environmental 

21.4% 

$116,539 

30% 

$141,986 

25.1% 

$285,590 

Real  Estate  Economics 

5% 
$19,089 

33.96% 

$213,452 

30.5% 

$232,541 

Construction  Support  Services 

0% 

$0 

4.3% 
$2,000 

.09% 

$2,000 

Totals 

$301,232 

$551,219 

21.76%  or 

$852,451 
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Staff  have  requested  that  the  HRC  provide  a  review  of  the  Port's  contracting  activity  to  assure 
that  the  subcontracting  goals  required  on  Port  contracts  are  reasonable  with  respect  to  the  type 
of  work  required  and  the  availability  of  qualified  LBE  firms  that  can  and  are  willing  to  perform 
the  work.  Staff  anticipates  that  such  a  report  will  be  completed  by  the  HRC  by  no  later  than 
the  first  quarter  of  FY  08/09.  When  that  HRC  report  is  made  available  to  staff,  it  will  be 
included  as  a  part  of  the  quarterly  contracting  activity  report  for  the  upcoming  Port 
Commission  meeting. 

$200,000  As-Needed  Contracting  Authorization 

During  FY  07/08,  the  Port  Commission  was  asked  to  approve  two  projects  in  which  the  use  of 

as-needed  contract  services  exceeded  the  approved  $200,000  threshold.   These  projects  were  as 

follows: 

1 .  Pier  70  Master  Plan  Project  increase  from  $200,000  to  $500,000;  and 

2.  Pier  45  Drainage  Improvement  Project  increase  from  $200,000  to  $250,586 

To  date  there  have  been  a  total  of  three  (3)  Contract  Service  Orders  that  have  exceeded  the 
$200,000  threshold  for  Port  Commission  approval.  The  previous  project  requiring  project  as- 
needed  consulting  fees  in  excess  of  $200,000  was  the  Pier  52  Boat  Launch  Project  that 
exceeded  the  threshold  by  $30,000.  The  Port  Commission  granted  approval  at  its  November 
14,  2006  meeting. 

Other  Contracting  Activity 

In  addition  to  the  above  contracting  activity,  the  Port  has  been  engaged  in  number  of  leasing 
evaluations,  renewals,  and  new  leases.  The  Real  Estate  Division  reports  that  all  leases  are 
conducted  on  a  first  come,  first  served  basis.  There  is  no  tracking  by  ethnicity,  gender  nor 
location  of  corporate  headquarters  for  the  tenants  granted  leases  on  Port  property.  However, 
the  majority  of  the  lease  transactions  are  with  local  small  businesses. 

The  Maritime  Division  contract  for  shoreside  power  equipment  at  Piers  27  and  29  has  been 
approved  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  as  a  sole  source  contract  to  a  firm  based  in  Seattle, 
Washington  as  selected  by  the  primary  end  user,  Princess  Cruise  Lines,  Ltd.  Princess  Cruise 
Lines,  Ltd  is  a  co-applicant  with  the  Port  for  the  project  funding.    In  addition.  Port  staff 
presented  a  report  to  the  Port  Commission  at  its  May  13,  2008  meeting  "regarding  options  for 
a  Request  for  Proposals  for  Concrete  and/or  Asphalt  Batching  Plant  at  Seawall  Lot  352  with  a 
Bulk  Maritime  Terminal  at  Pier  94".  At  its  May  27,  2008  meeting,  the  Port  Commission 
authorized  staff  to  issue  a  RFP  (not  yet  issued)  extending  the  opportunity  for  the  lease  and 
operation  of  a  Concrete  and/or  Asphalt  Batching  Plant  at  Seawall  Lot  352  with  a  Bulk 
Maritime  Terminal  at  Pier  94. 

Development  contracting  transactions  are  highly  specialized  and  market  driven  by  the  private 
investment  entities  pursuing  such  projects  on  Port  property.  However,  the  Port  still  adheres  to 
the  Port's  policy  of  encouraging  participation  of  all  local  small  businesses  on  its  development 
projects  without  regards  to  race  or  gender.  The  Port  has  been  engaged  in  two  development 
projects  that  include  the  Piers  27-31  Mixed  Use  Recreation  project  and  the  Seawall  Lot  337 
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project.   It  is  anticipated  that  a  Seawall  Lot  351  RFP  will  be  issued  during  the  first  quarter  of 
FY  08/09.   In  all  instances,  the  Port  includes  the  following  statement: 

"V.  OTHER  PROJECT  REQUIREMENTS 
A.      Equal  Opportunity 
The  Port  Commission  encourages  the  participation  of  disadvantaged  local  business 
enterprises  in  this  RFP  opportunity.   The  selected  Respondent  will  be  encouraged  to  consult 
with  the  City's  Human  Rights  Commission  to  determine  appropriate  methods  for  promoting 
participation  by  disadvantaged  business  enterprises  in  this  opportunity.    The  City 's  list  of 
certified  Local  Business  Enterprises  may  be  accessed  through  the  following  URL: 
(hitp://sfgov.org/sile/uploaded1iles/sihiimanrights/directorv/vlist_l.htm).  " 

Specific  outreach  to  small  businesses  included  the  following  sources: 

•  Small  Business  Exchange  (statewide  minority  contractor  trade  publication) 

•  Daily  Pacific  Builder  (northern  California  construction  trade  publication) 

•  Asian  Week  (San  Francisco  community  paper) 

•  El  Mensajero  (Latino  San  Francisco  community  paper) 

•  The  Sun  Reporter*  (African  American  San  Francisco  community  paper) 

♦After  further  verification,  it  was  determined  that  the  ad  for  this  publication  was  never  made  due  to  a  reported  "production  nm 
error"  on  the  part  of  the  publication  firm. 


Local  21  Staffing  Activity 


LOCAL  21  STAFFING  ACTIVITY  FY  07/08                                                                           | 

DISCIPLINE 

IstC 

Separation 

luarter 

Appointment 

2nd  Quarter 

Separation     Appointment 

3rd  Quarter 

Separation     Appointment 

4th  Quarter 

Separation     Appointment 

Engineering 

5207* 
(civil) 

5207 
(Electrical) 

Planning 

IT 

1053 

1042(2) 

1053 

Administrative 

1824(1) 

1652 

1824 

9395  (2) 

9395  (2) 

'Temporary  leave 


CONCLUSION 

Additional  details  on  the  Port's  contracting  activities  (including  upcoming  contracting 
activities)  are  included  in  the  discussion  portion  of  this  report.  Port  staff  request  acceptance  of 
this  informational  report  with  comments  and  further  direction  to  staff  as  deemed  appropriate. 
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DISCUSSION  DETAIL 

Based  upon  the  background  and  summary  information  provided,  the  remainder  of  this  report 
is  divided  into  two  sections  to  cover  each  of  the  legally  mandated  reporting  requirements 
consisting  of  report  details  covering:  1)  Administrative  Code  Section  6.64  -  As-Needed 
Contracting  Activity;  and  2)  Administrative  Code  Section  14(b)  -  All  other  Contracting 
Activity. 

PART  I.  As-Needed  Professional  Services  Contracting  Activity 

Administrative  Code  Section  6.64 

This  as-needed  contracting  activity  report  covers  the  4th  Quarter  (April  1 ,  2008  through  June 
30,  2008)  period  for  Fiscal  Year  2007/08.  One  (1)  as-needed  construction-related  professional 
service  Contract  Service  Order  exceeded  the  $200,000  Administrative  Code  limit  for  a  public 
works  project  during  this  quarter.     That  Contract  Service  Order  included  an  excess  increase 
of  $50,586  for  the  Pier  45  Drainage  Improvement  Project  that  is  currently  in  the  design  phase, 
as  approved  at  the  May  13,  2008  Port  Commission  meeting. 

The  detailed  achievement  (dollars  and  percentages)  for  each  of  the  twelve  as-needed  consultant 
contracts  is  included  in  Exhibits  1 ,  2  and  3  to  this  report.   The  chart  illustrates  subcontract 
participation  rates  for  the  two  types  of  as-needed  contracts  used  at  the  Port.  The  Construction- 
related  Professional  Services  Contracts  (Engineering,  Environmental  &  Construction  Support 
Services)  are  used  primarily  by  the  Engineering  Division.  The  Non-Construction-related 
Professional  Services  Contracts  (Real  Estate  Economics  and  Related  Consulting  Services)  are 
used  primarily  by  the  Planning  Division. 

Anticipated  Formal  Contracts  issued  through  New  Request  for  Proposals: 

Brannan  Street  Wharf  Project  Engineering  Design 

Youth  Employment  Program  -  Environmental  Maintenance  of  Port  Infrastructure 

Financial  Advisory  Services 

Pier  70  Brownsfield  Environmental 

Unarmed  Guard  Security  Services 

CCTV  Security  Systems 

Elevator/Escalator  Maintenance 

Pier  43.5  Design  Services 

Facility  Maintenance  Data  System 

As-Needed  Engineering  Services 

Bayfront  Park  Design 

SWL  351  (Developer) 

SWL  337  (Developer) 

Anticipated  Construction  Services  Contracts  to  be  Bid  through  Engineering 

•  Pier  80  Fencing  (Est.  $200,000) 

•  401  Terry  Francois  ADA  Accessibility  Upgrades  (Est.  $500,000) 
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•  Pier  45  Drainage  Improvements  (Est.  $1.85  million) 

•  Pier  9  Fire  Protection  (Est.  $60,000) 

•  SFPUC  Efficient  Lighting  (Est  $650,000) 

Shoreside  Power  Contract  is  to  be  awarded  as  a  sole  source  with  estimated  cost  of  $3.2 
million. 

Anticipated  As-Needed  Contracting  Activity  for  the  Upcoming  Quarter 

(July  1,  2008  -  September  30,  2008) 

Construction-related  Professional  Services 


Description  of  Work 

Estimated 
Dollar  Amount 

Project 

Environmental  Education  and  Outreach 
(As-Needed  Environmental) 

$30,000 

Fisherman's  Wharf  Public 
Outreach 

Design  for  repair  of  existing  substructure  of 
bridge  leading  to  Sinbad  Restaurant  and 
Agriculture  building  east  apron  repair 

$50,000 

Sinbad  Bridge  &  Ag  Big 
Walkway  Repair 

401  Terry  Francois  (Pier  50  Admin  Bldg) 

$50,000 

Design  Services 

Environmental  Investigation  Work 

$25,000 

Pier  90 

Conceptual  Design  for  Bay  Trail  Link 

$200,000 

Pier  43.5 

Engineering  Design  Services 

$200,000 

Hyde  Street  Harbor 
Command  Center 

Roof  Truss  End  Connections  Engineering 

$12,000 

Pier  35 

Railroad  Tunnel  Modification 

$200,000 

Pier  80 

Pier  43.5  Condition  Survey 

$200,000 

Bond  funded  Project  Bay 

Design  Development  for  automated  bilge 
treatment  system 

$15,000 

SWL  303;  Hyde  Street 

Pier  50  Valley  Substructure  Condition  Survey 

$175,000 

Bond  funded  Project 

Pier  27  Seismic  Evaluation  Workshop  Input 

$10,000 

Cruise  Terminal  Study 

Pier  35  Superstructure  Condition  Survey 

$200,000 

Pier  35  Cruise  Terminal 

Portwide  Cargo  Study 

$150,000 

Portwide  Marketing 

Wharf  J- 10  Additional  Services 

$100,000 

Exxon/Mobile 

Dredging  Inspections 

$50,000 

Piers 

CCTV  Specification  Development 

$50,000 

Homeland  Security 

Stormwater  Program  Compliance 

$105,000 

Portwide 

Bollards  Condition  Survey 

$25,000 

Pier  80 

Rapid/Detailed  Structural  Assessment  Standards 

$50,000 

Portwide 

Blanket  CSO  for  Project  Scoping  Services 

$75,000 

Engineering  Support 

Elevator/Escalator  Maintenance  Specification 

$5,000 

Maintenance  Support 

Design  Services  for  Aprons  19,26,28  and  33 
(separate  projects) 

$400,000 

Portwide  Apron  Repair 

Transformer  Evaluation  &  Recommendations 

$70,000 

Piers  68/70 

Maher  Analysis  and  Water  Quality 

$40,000 

Pier  45  Environmental 

TOTAL  ESTIMATED  AMOUNT 

$2,057,000 
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Real  Estate  and  Related  Consulting  Services 


Description  of  Work 

Estimated 
Dollar  Amount 

Project 

Economic/development  feasibility  analysis  of  the 
Agriculture  Building,  the  Ferry  Building  Parking 
Structure,  and  related  Design  Plans  for  nearby 
open  space  areas. 

$100,000 

Ferry  Building  Area 
Plaiming 

Transportation  demand  management  strategies 

$10,000 

Seawall  Lot  337 

Traffic  Flow  Analysis 

$80,000 

Pier  27 

Data  compilation  of  hazardous  building  materials 

$30,000 

Pier  70  Environmental 

TOTAL  ESTIMATED  AMOUNT 

$220,000 

Stafflng  Numbers 

PORT  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

Local  21  Staffing  Activity  for  Fiscal  Year  2007/08 

4th  Quarter,  4/1/08  -  6/30/08 


Class/Title 

Activities 

1053  Business  Analyst- 
Senior 

Vacant  on  8/4/07  due  to  retirement;  filled  by 
reappointment  eff.  6/16/08  of  former  City  employee  who 
resigned  from  another  City  agency. 

1824  Prin.  Admin. 
Analyst  (Financial 
Analysis) 

Vacant  on  12/2/07  due  to  promotion  with  another  city 
agency;  peimanent  appointment  made  from  employment 
registry  eff.  4/21/08. 

1652  Senior  Accountant 

Vacant  on  5/19/08  due  to  promotion;  will  be  used  for  a 
peimanent  transfer  from  another  City  agency  pending 
requisition  approval. 
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PART  II.        All  Other  Contracting  Activity 

San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  Section  14(b) 

This  section  of  the  report  covers  the  Port  Commission's  request  to  expand  reporting  of 
contracting  activity  to  include  all  Port  contracts.  This  section  of  the  report  also  addresses  the 
new  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  Section  14(b)  requirement  to  report  activities  to  assure 
nondiscrimination  in  contracting  to  MBEs,  WBEs  and  OBEs. 

The  San  Francisco  Human  Rights  Commission  (HRC)  has  determined  that  the  Port's 
contracting  activities  and  the  prime  contractors/consultants  have  made  a  good  faith  effort  to 
comply  with  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Local  Business  Enterprise  program. 


Port  Contracting  Activity  (Non  As-Needed  Contracts)  4*^  Quarter  FY  2007/08 


General  Service  Active  Contracts 

Contract 
Date 

Contractor  Name 

Contract 
Amount 

LBE 

Amount 

LBE% 

(subcontracting) 

Project  Description 

NONE 

Formal  Professional  Service  Contracts 

Contract 
Date 

Contractor  Name 

Contract 
Amount 

LBE 
Amount 

LBE% 

(subcontracting) 

Project  Description 

NONE 

Informal  Professional  Service  Contracts 

Contract 
Date 

Contractor  Name 

Contract 
Amount 

LBE 
Amount 

LBE% 

Project  Description 

6/18/08 

URS  Corporation 

9,800 

0 

0 

Emergency  Training 

Construction  Services  Contracts                                                   | 

Contract 
Date 

Contractor  Name 

Contract 
Amount 

LBE 

Amount 

LBE% 

(subcontracting) 

Project  Description 

NONE 

As-Needed  Construction  Services  Contracts  (Fire  Protection  &  Security  Systems) 

Contract 
Date 

Contractor  Name 

Contract 
Amount 

LBE 

Amount 

LBE% 

(subcontracting) 

Project  Description 

NONE 

Detailed  information  summarizing  contracting  activity  for  the  year  is  included  as  Exhibit  3. 
However,  several  information  technology  contracts  ranging  from  $10,000  to  $82,050  were 
awarded  to  Xtech  Consulting  (a  local  business  enterprise)  totaling  $388,200  for  FY  07/08. 
These  services  were  delivered  for  the  Oracle  System  Upgrade  project.  Another  information 
technology  contract  in  the  amount  of  $12,800  was  awarded  to  Ciber  Consulting  bringing  the 
total  Information  Technology  contracts  awarded  through  the  City's  Office  of  Contract 
Administration  to  $401,000. 
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Steps  to  Assure  Non-Discrimination  against  MBEs,  WBEs  and  OBEs 

To  assure  that  MBEs,  WBEs  and  OBEs  are  not  discriminated  against  in  Port  contracting 
opportunities,  the  Port  has  implemented  the  following  standard  procedures: 

•     Request  information  from  the  San  Francisco  Human  Rights  Corrmiission  as  to  the 
availability  of  MBEs,  WBEs  and  OBEs  certified  as  offering  services  required  on  Port 
projects.   Such  information  includes  availability  statistics  in  percentages  for  MBEs, 
WBEs  and  OBEs.   In  addition,  the  Port  has  requested  the  MS  Excel  database  of  such 
certified  firms  to  assure  inclusion  as  project  opportunities  become  available. 


• 


Availability  statistics  in  percentages  are  included  in  advertising  for  all  formally 
procured  contracts. 


•  Outreach  through  Minority,  Women  and  Local  media 

•  Direct  mailing,  faxing  and  e-mailing  of  procurement  opportunity  notices 

•  Identifying  set-aside  opportunities  exclusively  for  Micro-LBE  firms 


• 


• 


Working  with  Port  staff  to  eliminate  barriers  to  MBEs,  WBEs  and  OBEs  gaining  access 
to  Port  contracting  opportunities.  Such  barriers  include  qualifications  based  upon  prior 
knowledge/experience  on  the  project  or  past  work  with  existing  consultants. 

Hold  prime  consultants  accountable  for  actions  that  impede  the  success  of  MBE,  WBE 
and  OBE  firm's  success  on  contracts  such  as  the  withholding  of  essential  information 
required  to  perform  subcontracted  work  by  notifying  the  San  Francisco  Human  Rights 
Commission  to  perform  investigations,  when  deemed  appropriate. 


RECOMMENDATION 

I 
I 


The  attached  report  is  submitted  to  meet  the  requirements  stated  in  the  report  Background.  In 
closing,  staff  requests  the  Port  Commission's  acceptance  of  this  report. 


Prepared  by:  Norma  Nelson,  Contract  Administrator 

For:  Tina  Olson,  Deputy  Director  of  Finance  &  Administration 


cc:       Clerk,  Board  of  Supervisors 

Local  21,  IFPTE  Representative  Michael  Seville 
Department  of  Public  Works,  James  Chia 
Human  Rights  Commission,  Selormey  Dzikunu 
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Exhibits: 


1)  As-Needed  Master  Agreement  Contracting  Capacity  Status  Report  as  of  June 
30,  2008 

2)  FY  2007-08  4th  Qtr  (April  1 ,  2008  -  June  30,  2008):  Contract  Service 
Orders  Awarded  and  DBE  Participation 

3)  Cumulative  and  Year  to  date  Detailed  Summary  of  DBE  Participation 
(Cumulative  is  based  upon  from  the  contract  inception  period  July  2006 
(Beginning)  to  current  reporting  period  (Ending) 

4)  Summary  of  All  Contracting  Activity  For  FY  2007-08 
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PORT- 

SAN  FRANCISCO 

MEMORANDUM 

August  5,  2008 

TO:  MEMBERS,  PORT  COMMISSION 

Hon.  Kimberly  Brandon,  President 
Hon.  Rodney  Fong,  Vice  President 
Hon.  Michael  Hardeman 
Hon.  Ann  Lazarus  /O 

Hon.  Stephanie  Shakofsky   y 

FROM:  MomqueMoyer  ^:_^  m    /     I 

Executive  Director 

SUBJECT:      Request  Approval &f  Lease  No.  L-14564  and  License  E-14589  with  Portco,  Inc., 
for  a  Ten  Year,  180  Day  Lease  for  premise  located  at  360  Jefferson  Street 

DIRECTOR'S  RECOMMENDATIONS:  Approval  of  Lease  No.  L-14564  and  License  No.  E- 
14589 

This  item  was  first  presented  as  informational  item  at  the  July  8,  2008  Port  Commission  Meeting 
and  is  now  before  the  Commission  for  Approval. 

Background 

On  August  19,  2005,  the  Port  advertised  a  Request  for  Proposals  ("RFP")  for  a  retail  leasing 
opportunity  at  360  Jefferson  Street  in  Fisherman's  Wharf  as  indicated  on  the  attached  map.  In 
this  RFP,  the  Port  solicited  proposals  from  qualified  respondents  for  the  rehabilitation  and 
operation  of  a  retail  storefront  located  in  the  Fish  Alley  area  of  Fisherman's  Wharf. 

The  RFP  sought  responses  from  qualified  respondents  with  the  demonstrated  ability  to  finance, 
design,  construct,  and  operate  a  retail  storefront.  The  RFP  stated  the  Port  Commission's  intention 
to  select  a  respondent  that  successfiilly  creates  an  environment  providing  the  surrounding 
neighborhood  and  businesses  with  a  high  quality  retail  experience.  Possible  uses  of  the  site  were 
drawn  from  the  Port's  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan  to  include  the  sale  offish;  restaurants  and  other 
eating  and  drinking  establishments;  retail  connected  with  the  sale  of  high  quality  apparel,  artisan 
and  designer  products;  information  services  to  educate  and  inform  the  public;  and/or  assembly 
and  entertainment  including  theatres,  night  clubs  and  public  markets.  Responses  were  received 
from  Firewood  Cafe/Meyers  Company,  WSE  Group/Fong  Real  Estate,  and  Portco,  Inc./Nick 
Hoppe.  The  initial  selected  bidder  was  a  restaurant  use.  On  August  8,  2006,  the  Port  Commission 
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approved  the  Exclusive  Negotiation  Agreement  ("ENA")  with  Firewood  Cafe/Meyers  Company  to 
negotiate  a  restaurant  lease  on  mutually  agreeable  terms  and  conditions.  Following  several  extensions 
of  the  ENA,  it  expired  on  July  17,  2007  and  the  Port  Commission  approved  termination  of  the  ENA. 
The  primary  reason  cited  by  Firewood  Cafe/Meyers  Company  for  terminating  the  ENA  was  the  high 
cost  necessary  to  convert  a  non-restaurant  space  into  a  functioning  restaurant. 

The  second  ranked  respondent  voluntarily  withdrew  its  proposal. 

In  May  2008  Port  staff  engaged  discussions  with  the  next  qualified  respondent,  Portco,  Inc.  ("Portco"). 
Port  staff  and  Portco  have  agreed  on  mutually  acceptable  terms  and  conditions  for  development  of  a 
retail  space  focused  on  apparel  sales. 

Proposal 

Portco  has  been  actively  involved  in  the  creation  and  development  of  various  retail  and  restaurant 
enterprises  in  San  Francisco's  Fisherman's  Wharf,  Carmel,  and  Monterey.  Founded  in  1979  with  one 
store,  Portco  has  grown  to  a  business  that  generates  over  $16  Million  in  revenue  annually. 

Portco  has  been  a  Port  tenant  for  over  1 5  years  and  currently  operates  several  successful  retail 
businesses  in  the  Fisherman's  Wharf  area:  The  Bay  Company,  a  retail  store  located  at  496  Jefferson 
Street,  and  Cioppino's  Restaurant  located  at  400  Jefferson  Street.    Portco  is  a  tenant  in  good  standing. 

The  proposed  retail  store  at  360  Jefferson  Street  will  be  called  the  Trade  Winds.  The  ambience  will 
have  a  nautical  theme  and  will  concentrate  on  outdoor  clothing  lines  appropriate  for  San  Francisco 
weather.  Trade  Winds  has  the  merchandising  rights  in  the  Fisherman's  Wharf  area  for  such  top  brands 
as  Nautica,  Helly  Hansen,  Timberland,  North  Face,  National  Geographic 's  Clothes,  Levi  Strauss,  and 
Oakley. 

Portco  will  construct  improvements  totaling  more  than  $400,000.  The  development  will  create  a  lively 
new  storefront  that  is  modem  in  design  while  acknowledging  the  maritime  industrial  character  of  the 
Fish  Alley  Historical  District  through  the  use  of  traditional  materials  and  an  active  interchange  with  the 
public  sidewalk  and  Jefferson  Street.  Improvements  will  also  improve  ADA  accessibility. 

Portco  will  remove  a  large  portion  of  the  non-revenue  producing  second  floor,  leaving  a  mezzanine 
and  adding  an  office  and  bathroom.  This  will  open  up  the  space  to  natural  light  and  create  a  more 
dramatic  shopping  experience.  On  the  first  floor  Portco  will  construct  ADA  compliant  bathrooms, 
provide  for  ADA  compliant  paths  of  travel,  and  renovate  the  interior  and  exterior  finishes. 

Under  a  separate  Side  Walk  Encroachment  License  (E- 145  89),  Portco  will  maintain  and  renovate  the 
sidewalk  and  in  doing  so,  will  repair  the  deficiencies  that  now  exist  on  the  North  side  of  Jefferson 
Street  in  front  of  360  Jefferson  by  creating  a  pedestrian  friendly  deck-seating  area  that  includes  native 
landscaping.  This  will  greatly  improve  the  accessibility  of  the  pedestrian  side  walk,  improve  the  access 
to  the  store,  and  enhance  the  appearance  of  the  exterior  public  area  per  attached  rendering. 
In  addition  to  an  attractive  structure  that  will  fiirther  enliven  the  North  side  of  Jefferson  Street,  the 
proposed  Portco  lease  will  provide  the  Port  with  significant  revenue  increases  beyond  that  of  the 
current  tenant  as  discussed  below. 
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Revenue  Analysis 

The  existing  tenant  at  360  Jefferson  pays  minimum  rent  of  $3,749  or  $0.94  per  square  foot  per  month 
and  has  not  produced  enough  sales  to  pay  percentage  rent  in  the  past  twelve  months.  Li  contrast, 
Portco's  initial  minimum  rent  at  the  site  will  be  $8,616  or  $4.00  per  square  foot  for  the  first  floor  and 
$1.00  per  square  feet  for  the  second  floor  mezzanine  per  month.  This  represents  an  approximate  125% 
increase  over  the  current  tenant  base  rent.  More  significantly,  Portco  is  forecasting  first  year  sales  in 
the  $1.2  million  range  or  $35  to  $40  per  square  foot.  This  represents  a  much  higher  sales  forecast  than 
was  anticipated  in  the  Highest  and  Best  Use  Study  conducted  by  Economic  &  Planning  Systems 
("EPS")  commissioned  by  the  Port  in  June  2006.  In  that  study  the  lease  revenues  were  forecast  to  be  in 
the  $4,500  to  $6,300  range  and  sales  at  $25  to  $35  per  square  foot. 

Lease  Terms 


TENANT: 


USE: 


LEASE  NUMBER: 


Portco,  Inc.  a  California  Corporation 
Apparel  Sales  and  for  no  other  purpose 
L- 14564  for  360  Jefferson  Street  Building 


LICENSE  NUMBER: 


E- 14589  (no  rent  month-to-month  license  for  sidewalk 
improvements) 


PREMISES: 


2,499  square  feet  of  improvements  and  550  square  feet  of 
sidewalk  improvements  located  at  360  Jefferson  Street 


LEASE 
COMMENCEMENT  DATE: 


Upon  lease  approval  by  Board  of  Supervisors  and  final 
execution  by  Port,  anticipated  by  October  1,  2008 


LICENSE 
COMMENCEMENT  DATE: 


Upon    lease    approval    by   Board   of   Supervisors    and   final 
execution  by  Port,  anticipated  by  October  1,  2008 


RENT 
COMMENCEMENT  DATE: 


1 80  days  following  the  Commencement  Date 


LEASE 
EXPIRATION  DATE: 


Ten  years  from  Rent  Commencement  Date 


LICENSE  EXPIRATION 
DATE: 


Month-to-Month 


RENEWAL  OPTION: 


One  (1)  Five  year  (5)  option  with  Minimum  and  Percentage  Rent 
Market  Adjustment 


INITIAL  MONTHLY  BASE      $8,616  First  Floor  retail  ($4.00  per  square  foot)  and  Second 
RENT:  Floor  Mezzanine  ($  1 .00  per  square  foot) 


RENT  ADJUSTMENT: 


3%  each  anniversary  date 
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PERCENTAGE  RENT: 


SECURITY  DEPOSIT: 


AS  IS: 

TENANT 
IMPROVEMENTS: 


PERFORMANCE/ 
PAYMENT  BOND: 


UTILITIES: 


INSURANCE: 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
REVIEW: 


CITY  REQUIREMENTS: 


8.75%  ofAll  Gross  Sales 

Tenant  shall  provide  a  Security  Deposit  equal  to  two  (2)  month's 
Base  Rent  in  the  tenth  year  of  Lease. 

The  Premises  shall  be  accepted  in  its  "as  is"  condition. 

Tenant  improvements  in  the  amount  of  $400,000.  Tenant  shall 
have  the  obligation  and  right  to  design  and  construct  tenant 
improvements  at  Tenant  expense,  subject  to  Port  approval  and 
permitting  including  side  walk  improvements.  Tenant  shall  fiilly 
separate  the  new  building  from  the  existing  adjacent  buildings 
including  the  separation  of  all  utilities.    No  rent  credits  or 
allowances  to  be  provided  by  Port, 

Tenant  shall  provide  a  Performance  and  Payment  Bond  in  an 
amount  equal  to  150%  of  the  construction  cost  of  Tenant 
Improvements  per  the  approved  Building  Permit 

Tenant's  sole  responsibility 

Tenant  shall  provide  insurance  coverage  acceptable  to  Port  and 
City  Risk  Manager 

The  use  is  a  continuation  of  an  existing  use  and  is  therefore 
exempt  under  the  General  Rule  Exclusion  pursuant  to  the 
California  Environmental  Quality  Act 

The  lease  and  license  shall  include  provisions  requiring  Tenant 
to  comply  with  all  applicable  City  laws  (including,  but  not 
limited  to,  Non-Discrimination,  First  Source  Hiring,  Health 
Benefits  Coverage,  Limitation  on  Contributions,  Prevailing 
Wages  and  other  applicable  laws). 


Staff  Recommendation 

Port  staff  recommends  that  the  Port  Commission  adopt  the  resolution  approving  Lease  No.  L-14564  and 
License  E- 14564,  and  authorizing  the  Executive  Director  to  forward  the  Lease  to  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  for  approval  pursuant  to  the  Board's  authorization  under  Charter  Section  9.1 18,  and  upon 
the  effectiveness  of  such  approval,  execute  the  Lease  and  License. 


Prepared  by:    Jeffrey  A.  Bauer,  Senior  Leasing  Manager 
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PORT  COMMISSION 

CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

RESOLUTION  NO.  08-47 

WHEREAS,    Charter  Section  4.114  grants  to  the  Port  Commission  the  authority  and  duty  to  use, 

conduct,  operate,  maintain,  regulate  and  control  the  lands  within  the  Port  jurisdiction; 
and 

WHEREAS,  San  Francisco  Charter  Section  9.118  requires  Board  of  Supervisor's  approval  of  leases 
of  real  property  for  a  period  often  (10)  or  more  years  or  having  anticipated  revenue  to 
the  City  of  One  Million  Dollars  ($1,000,000.00)  or  more;  and 

WHEREAS,    Pursuant  to  Port  Commission  Resolution  No.  93-52,  it  is  the  policy  of  the  Port 
Commission  to  competitively  bid  retail  leasing  opportunities;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Port  Commission  at  its  July  26,  2005  meeting,  by  Resolution  No.  05-49,  approved 
the  issuance  of  a  Request  for  Proposals  ("RFP")  for  the  renovation,  lease  and  operation 
of  the  retail  storefront  facility  located  at  360  Jefferson  Street;  and 

WHEREAS,    Portco,  hic  a  California  corporation  ("Portco")  was  a  selected  respondent  to  the  RFP; 
and 

WHEREAS,    The  Port  and  Portco  have  completed  lease  and  license  negotiations  and  propose  to  enter 
into  a  lease  and  license  on  the  terms  outlined  in  the  Staff  Report  accompanying  this 
Resolution  ("Lease  and    License");  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Port  and  Portco  have  obtained  a  CEQA  finding  of  Categorical  Exemption  from  the 
City  Planning  Department  for  the  use  and  improvements  contemplated  in  the  Lease  and 
License;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  that  the  Port  Commission  approves  the  Lease  and  License  and  authorizes  the  Executive 
Director  or  her  designee  to  forward  the  Lease  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  (the  "Board") 
for  approval,  pursuant  to  the  Board's  authorization  under  Charter  Section  9.1 18,  and 
upon  the  effectiveness  of  such  approval,  to  execute  the  Lease  and  License;  and,  be  it 
further 

RESOLVED,  That  the  Port  Commission  authorizes  the  Executive  Director  to  enter  into  any  additions, 
amendments  or  other  modifications  to  the  Lease  or  License  and  such  future 
amendments  that  the  Executive  Director,  in  consultation  with  the  City  Attorney, 
determines  are  in  the  best  interests  of  the  Port,  do  not  materially  increase  the  obligations 
or  liabilities  of  the  City  or  Port,  and  are  necessary  or  advisable  to  complete  the 
transactions  which  the  Lease  or  License  contemplate  and  to  effectuate  the  purpose  and 
intent  of  this  Resolution,  such  determination  to  be  conclusively  evidenced  by  the 
execution  and  delivery  by  the  Executive  Director  of  the  Lease  and  License,  and  any 
such  amendments  thereto. 

I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Port  Commission  at  its  meeting  of 
August  12y  2008.  

Secretary 
Pages 
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MEMORANDUM 

August  5,  2008 

TO:  MEMBERS,  PORT  COMMISSION 

Hon.  Kimberly  Brandon,  President 

Hon.  Rodney  Fong,  Vice  President 

Hon.  Michael  Hardeman 

Hon.  Ann  Lazarus 

Hon.  Stephanie  Shakofsky 

FROM:  Monique  Moyer       yt^;^  ^^^  /^^  y^ 

Executive  Director  O^^ 

SUBJECT:     Request  authorization  to  advertise  for  competitive  bids  for  the  Pier  45  Drainage 
Improvements  Project,  Contract  2719 

DIRECTOR'S  RECOMMENDATION:  Approve  Attached  Resolution 

INTRODUCTION 

Port  staff  request  authorization  to  advertise  for  competitive  bids  for  Contract  2719,  the  Pier  45 
Drainage  Improvements  Project.  The  project  scope  includes  installation  of  a  pumping  manifold 
to  allow  boats  moored  along  the  west  apron  of  Pier  45  (Sheds  B  and  D)  to  tie-in  and  discharge 
herring  gurry  to  a  new  pump  station  located  between  the  two  Pier  45  fish  processing  sheds.  In 
addition,  a  new  stormwater  collection  system  would  be  installed  along  the  west  apron  of  Pier  45 
to  direct  all  stormwater  runoff  from  this  area  to  the  City's  sewer  system.  The  project  includes 
installation  of  a  new  sewer  pump  station  at  Pier  45  necessary  to  convey  the  new  discharge  to  the 
City's  sewer  system.  All  expenses  associated  with  the  project  will  be  paid  through  grant  funding 
from  the  California  State  Water  Resources  Control  Board  (SWRCB)  Clean  Beaches  Initiative. 

BACKGROUND 

The  Pier  45  Drainage  Improvements  Project  ("Project")  will  divert  polluting  waste  streams  from 
Fisherman's  Wharf  Harbor  that  currently  impact  water  quality  at  nearby  Aquatic  Park.  The 
Watershed,  Clean  Beaches  and  Water  Quality  Act  of  2002  authorizes  the  California  Legislature 
to  appropriate  funds  and  award  grants  to  public  agencies  for  implementation  of  projects  that 
address  postings  and  closures  of  California  public  beaches  caused  by  bacterial  contamination. 
The  SWRCB  administers  these  funds  through  the  Proposition  40  Clean  Beaches  Initiative.  The 
Project  targets  discharges  from  boats  berthed  at  Pier  45  as  well  as  polluted  stormwater  runoff 
along  the  Pier  45  west  apron. 
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Incidental  discharges  of  fish  waste  (commonly  called  "gurry")  from  herring  boats  during 
unloading  operations  produce  visible  impacts  to  water  quality  at  Fisherman's  Wharf.  The 
Project  will  install  five  pumpout  manifolds  along  the  Pier  45  West  Apron  that  will  convey  gurry 
from  boat  holds  to  the  City's  sewer  system.  The  manifolds  have  been  designed  and  located  in  a 
manner  that  will  not  interfere  with  fish  handling  operations  along  the  pier  apron.  A  new 
stormwater  collection  system  located  near  the  edge  of  the  pier  deck  will  convey  polluted 
stormwater  runoff  to  the  City  sewer  system.  The  new  stormwater  collection  system  includes 
repaving  of  the  pier  deck  adjacent  to  Sheds  B  and  D. 

This  Project  will  also  entail  installation  of  a  new  pump  station  with  a  capacity  of  1500  gallons 
per  minute,  in  the  alley  way  between  Sheds  B  and  D.  The  pump  station  will  convey  stormwater 
and  fish  waste  to  the  City  sewer  system  through  a  new  10"  force  main  to  be  installed  along  the 
alley  way  between  Sheds  A  and  B.  The  force  main  will  transition  to  a  gravity  sewer  at  the 
intersection  of  Little  Embarcadero  and  Taylor  Street.  The  new  gravity  sewer  will  connect  to  the 
City's  52-inch  sewer  main  on  Jefferson  Street.  The  proposed  improvements  are  detailed  in  plans 
and  specifications  developed  by  Creegan  and  D'Angelo  Engineers  through  the  Port's  As-Needed 
Engineering  Consulting  contracts. 

Bids  will  be  advertised  to  reach  the  contractor  market  through  the  following  channels: 

Human  Rights  Commission  list  of  contractors 

Human  Resources  Outreach  list  of  contractors 

Port  Engineering  list  of  contractors 

Port  Internet 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  purchasing  internet 

Plan  Rooms  (Builders  Exchange,  Contractors  Information  Network,  etc.) 

Newspapers  (SF  Examiner  and  Small  Business  Exchange) 

In  the  solicitation  of  bids  for  this  project.  Port  staff  will  follow  all  San  Francisco  Human  Rights 
Commission  (HRC)  requirements  for  subcontracting  goals  for  disadvantaged  businesses. 

Regulatory  Approvals 

As  a  minor  modification  to  an  existing  facility  that  provides  sewerage  or  other  public  utility 
service,  the  project  received  a  Class  1(b)  Categorical  Exemption  under  the  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act  on  November  21,  2007.  The  Port  Planning  Division  has  submitted  a 
permit  application  for  the  project  to  the  Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission,  for 
which  staff  expects  approval  in  the  coming  month.  The  project  is  exempt  from  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  regulation. 

Funding 

The  total  estimated  construction  cost  for  this  project  is  $1.6  million,  which  includes  a  10% 
contingency.  Construction  scope  includes  no  additive  or  alternate  bid  items.  The  project  is  ftilly 
funded  under  Port  capital  project  account  CPO 153-01. 
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Schedule 

Following  is  the  anticipated  project  schedule: 

Commission  Approval  to  Advertise  August  12,  2008 

Commission  Authorization  to  Award  October  22,  2008 

Notice  to  Proceed  December  19,2008 

Substantial  Completion  July  1,2009 

Project  phasing  and  impacts  have  been  discussed  with  both  the  Taylor  Street  Restaurant 
Association  and  the  Pier  45  Fish  Processors.  In  order  to  minimize  impacts  to  restaurant 
operations,  mobilization  for  construction  of  the  force  main  along  Taylor  Street  will  occur  in 
January  2009.  Active  construction  along  Taylor  Street  will  take  place  in  the  morning  hours 
between  6  AM  and  1 1  AM.  No  work  will  be  scheduled  on  weekends.  Work  will  proceed  as 
follows: 

•  Trenching  from  the  intersection  of  Little  Embarcadero  and  Taylor  Street  towards 
the  intersection  of  Jefferson  Street  and  Taylor  Street.  While  trenching  is  underway 
the  excavation  area  will  be  covered  with  plates.  The  force  main  will  be  installed  after  the 
trench  is  complete.  Once  the  sewer  installation  is  complete,  the  trench  will  be  backfilled 
and  paved.  During  trenching,  at  least  one  lane  of  traffic  will  be  maintained  at  all  times  at 
the  Taylor  Street  entrance  to  the  Triangle  Parking  Lot,  with  both  inbound  and  outbound 
lanes  at  the  Taylor  Street  entrance  open  after  12  PM. 

•  Force  main  sewer  installation  under  the  MUNI  F-line  tracks  at  the  intersection  of 
Taylor  and  Jefferson  Streets,  connecting  with  the  51  inch  sewer  main  located  in  the 
eastbound  lane  of  Jefferson  Street.  This  work  will  include  "jack  and  bore" 
construction  under  the  MUNI  tracks.  Because  of  restrictions  placed  by  MUNI  on 
construction  in  the  vicinity  of  rail  lines,  jack  and  bore  work  will  take  place  at  night 
between  12  AM  and  6  AM, 

A  traffic  plan  has  been  developed  that  will  allow  for  effective  circulation  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
project  site  and  continued  access  to  the  Triangle  Parking  Lot.  Port  contractors  will  use  the 
southwest  comer  of  the  Triangle  Parking  lot  as  a  laydown  area  for  construction  equipment  and 
materials  during  work  along  Taylor  Street.  Work  at  Pier  45  will  be  scheduled  around  fish 
processing  activities,  which  are  most  active  in  the  morning  hours.  Pier  45  Shed  A  will  be  used  as 
a  laydown  area  for  construction  equipment  during  this  time. 

SUMMARY 

Port  staff  are  prepared  to  seek  competitive  bids  for  the  Pier  45  Drainage  Improvements  Project. 
Staff  therefore  request  Port  Commission  authorization  to  advertise  for  competitive  bids  for  the 
Pier  45  Drainage  Improvements  Project,  Contract  2719. 


Prepared  By:       John  Mundy,  Utility  Specialist 

For:  Edward  Byrne,  Chief  Harbor  Engineer 
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PORT  COMMISSION 
CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

RESOLUTION  NO.  08-48 


WHEREAS,    Port  staff  seek  authorization  to  obtain  competitive  bids  for  a  contract  to  install 
drainage  and  sewage  utility  improvements  along  the  west  Apron  of  Pier  45, 
entitled  the  Pier  45  Drainage  Improvements  Project,  Contract  2719;  and 

WHEREAS     Port  staff,  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works  staff,  and  Creegan  and 

D'Angelo  Engineers  have  completed  design  drawings  and  specifications  for  the 
Pier  45  Drainage  Improvements  Project;  and 

WHEREAS,    the  current  engineering  construction  cost  estimate  for  this  project  is  $1.6  milHon; 
and 

WHEREAS,    the  project  is  funded  with  Port  capital  budget  monies  with  current  funding  at  $1.6 
million;  and 

WHEREAS,     the  project  was  deemed  Categorically  Exempt  under  the  California 

Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQ A)  on  November  2 1 ,  2007,  and  will  receive 
authorization  from  the  Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Cmmission  in  the 
coming  month;  and 

WHEREAS,     in  solicitation  of  bids  for  this  project.  Port  staff  will  incorporate  a  20% 

subcontracting  goal  for  Local  Business  Enterprises  (LBEs)  as  recommended  by 
the  San  Francisco  Human  Rights  Commission;  now,  therefore  be  it 

RESOLVED,  that  the  San  Francisco  Port  Commission  hereby  authorizes  Port  staff  to  advertise, 
and  accept  competitive  bids  for,  the  Pier  45  Drainage  Improvements  Project, 
Contract  No.  2719. 


I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Port  Commission  at  its 
meeting  of  August  12,  2008. 


Secretary 


H-. 


TO: 


FROM: 
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PORTo^ 

SAN  FRANCISCO 

MEMORANDUM 

August  5,  2008 

MEMBERS,  PORT  COMMISSION 
Hon.  Kimberly  Brandon,  President 
Hon.  Rodney  Fong,  Vice  President 
Hon.  Michael  Hardeman 
Hon.  Ann  Lazarus 
Hon.  Stephanie 

0 

Monique  A.  Moyer 
Executive  Director 
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SUBJECT:      Request  authorization  to  increase  the  amount  of  Contract  Service  Orders  to  Weiss 
Associates  for  as-needed  environmental  consulting  services  by  the  sum  of  $100,000,  thereby 
resulting  in  a  cumulative  total  of  $261,897  for  such  services 

DIRECTOR'S  RECOMMENDATION:  Approve  Attached  Resolution 


INTRODUCTION 

The  purpose  of  this  report  and  resolution  is  to  comply  with  contracting  requirements  of  Section 
6.64  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  and  Port  Commission  Resolution  06-27 
pertaining  to  issuance  of  Contract  Service  Orders  (CSOs)  for  as-needed  professional  services 
contracts  (referred  to  in  this  report  as  "as-needed  professional  services").  Section  6.64  of  the  San 
Francisco  Administrative  Code  establishes  a  $200,000  cap  on  the  amount  of  cumulative  contract 
service  orders  that  may  be  issued  under  as-needed  professional  service  contracts  for  any  single 
public  works  project.  This  requirement  may  be  waived  under  the  following  circumstances: 

"A  department  may  issue  or  modify  any  contract  service  order(s)  to  exceed  the 
foregoing  limits  only  upon  the  department  head's  written  determination 
establishing  the  urgency  of  the  work  and  the  justification  for  proceeding  under 
this  Section  6.64  rather  than  by  formal  competitive  process.  " 

On  April  11,  2006,  the  Port  Commission  adopted  Resolution  No.  06-27,  which  incorporates 
language  from  Section  6.64  of  the  San  Francisco  Adminstrative  Code  and  further  requires  that 
any  increase  beyond  the  $200,000  cap  on  cumulative  CSOs  must  be  brought  before  the  Port 
Commission  for  approval. 


This  Print  Covers  Calendar  Item  No.  8C 


)F  SAN  FRANCISCO 


FAX   415  274  0528 


WEB  sfDort.com 


The  Port  has  entered  into  as-needed  contracts  for  environmental  consulting  services  with  three 
consultant  teams,  including  Weiss  Associates,  hi  November  2006,  the  Port  issued  a  CSO  to 
Weiss  Associates  (Weiss)  for  work  to  be  performed  under  their  as-needed  contract  with  the  Port. 
Weiss  is  currently  authorized  under  an  existing  CSO  to  provide  services  not  to  exceed  $161,897. 

Pursuant  to  the  above-referenced  requirements  of  the  Administrative  Code,  staff  now  request 
Commission  authorization  to  issue  a  new  CSO  to  Weiss,  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $100,000 
for  technical  support  of  the  Port's  investigation  and  response  to  petroleum  contamination  in  the 
Fisherman's  Wharf  area.  This  additional  CSO  will  increase  the  total  value  of  Weiss'  authorized 
services  related  to  a  specific  project  to  a  cumulative  total  of  $261,897. 

BACKGROUND 

Port  tenants,  including  ExxonMobil  and  its  predecessors  from  1935  to  1992,  and  GP 
Resources  from  1992  to  present,  have  operated  a  fuel  storage  facility  at  440  Jefferson  and  the 
appurtenant  marine  fueling  facility  at  Hyde  Street  Harbor  (see  Figure  1).   Historic  operations 
at  this  location  have  caused  petroleum  contamination  of  soil  and  groundwater  beneath  the  fuel 
terminal  and  surrounding  area,  including  the  vicinity  of  Wharf  JIG.   Since  1986,  when 
petroleum  contamination  was  discovered  during  Mobil  Oil's  removal  of  an  underground 
storage  tank  at  the  fuel  terminal,  Mobil  Oil  or  its  corporate  successor,  ExxonMobil,  has  been 
investigating  petroleum  contamination  beneath  the  former  fuel  terminal  and  surrounding  area, 
and  implementing  interim  remedial  actions  to  address  this  contamination. 

From  1986  to  present,  Mobil  Oil  or  ExxonMobil  has  been  subject  to  regulatory  oversight  by 
the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health  Bureau  of  Environmental  Health  Management 
or  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board  (RWQCB).  During  this 
period,  there  have  been  numerous  requests  by  the  regulatory  agencies,  and  actions  taken  by 
Mobil  Oil  or  ExxonMobil  in  response,  including  contaminated  soil  removal,  soil  and 
groundwater  investigations,  and  feasibility  study  of  potential  remedial  actions,  and  a  pilot 
study  of  proposed  remedial  action.  However,  these  efforts  transpired  over  the  course  of 
approximately  20  years  and  did  not  adequately  abate  the  contamination.   Consequently,  in 
March  2006,  the  RWQCB  issued  a  "clean-up  and  abatement  order"  (Order)  to  ExxonMobil  as 
the  primarily  responsible  party,  and  the  Port  as  the  secondarily  responsible  party  due  to  its 
role  as  the  property  owner.  The  Order  requires  the  parties  named  in  the  Order  to  complete 
numerous  investigation,  remediation,  and  risk  management  tasks,  and  specifies  that  if 
ExxonMobil  fails  to  complete  the  required  tasks,  the  Port  will  be  responsible  to  do  so  in 
compliance  with  the  Order. 

In  November  2006,  the  Port  issued  a  CSO  to  Weiss,  for  technical  support  to  assist  Port  staff  in 
reviewing  and  evaluating  work  performed  and  documents  submitted  by  ExxonMobil,  advising 
Port  staff  and  stakeholders  regarding  assessment  and  potential  remedial  actions  to  address 
existing  petroleum  contamination,  and  preparing  documents  and  other  deliverables  required  of 
the  Port  to  comply  with  the  RWQCB  Order.   In  April  2007,  a  Port  contractor  demolished  the 
pile-supported  Wharf  JIO,  which  covered  the  shoreline  immediately  north  of  the  fuel  terminal, 
and  exposed  the  underlying  shoreline.  In  May  2007,  the  Port  discovered  a  visible  petroleum 
seep,  releasing  petroleum  from  the  shoreline  during  very  low  tides.   The  intial  CSO  to  Weiss 
has  been  modified  several  times  to  accommodate  the  Port's  need  for  continuing  investigation 
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of  the  petroleum  seep  and  monitoring  of  ExxonMobil's  work  in  the  area.  The  CSO  currently 
authorizes  Weiss  and  its  subcontractors  to  perform  services  under  Weiss'  existing  as-needed 
contract  with  the  Port,  not  to  exceed  $161,897.   Work  completed  under  this  CSO  has  been 
satisfactory  to  the  Port  staff  and  includes  substantial  research,  investigation,  and  analysis  of 
the  seepage;  and  review  and  response  to  several  documents  issued  by  ExxonMobil. 

NEED  FOR  ADDITIONAL  SERVICES 

In  June  2008,  the  RWQCB  issued  a  requirement  for  technical  reports  from  both  the  Port  and 
ExxonMobil  regarding  monitoring  of  the  petroleum  release,  and  an  additional  technical  report 
from  ExxonMobil  regarding  its  remedial  action  plans.   Compliance  with  the  current  and  future 
orders  of  the  RWQCB  will  require  significant  effort  and  specialized  technical  expertise  on  the 
part  of  the  Port.   Due  to  Weiss'  work  to  date  on  this  project  and  in-depth  understanding  of  the 
history  and  site  conditions,  Weiss  is  the  best  qualified  consultant  to  provide  such  services  and 
such  services  are  urgently  needed  given  the  current  RWQCB  orders  and  reporting 
requirements.   Port  staff  propose  to  issue  a  new  CSO  to  Weiss,  not  to  exceed  a  total  value  of 
$100,000  for  additional  services  to  comply  with  the  RWQCB  requirements  and  continued 
environmental  investigation. 

The  Disadvantaged  Business  Enterprise  (DBE)  subconsulting  goal  for  the  Port's  as-needed 
contract  with  Weiss  is  20%.  To  date,  Weiss'  authorized  work  under  the  contract  includes  32% 
DBE  participation  and  work  completed  and  billed  to  date  has  achieved  23%  DBE  participation. 
DBE  subconsultants  to  Weiss  under  the  existing  CSO  for  this  project  have  been  SCA 
Environmental  and  Torrent  Laboratories.  While  the  exact  tasks  required  to  respond  to  future 
RWQCB  orders,  review  and  respond  to  work  performed  by  ExxonMobil,  and  related  services 
cannot  be  specified  in  detail  at  this  time,  Port  staff  will  work  with  Weiss  and  its  subconsultants  to 
continue  to  meet  DBE  participation  goals. 

The  RWQCB's  letter  of  June  20,  2008  requires  the  Port  to  continue  monitoring  and  submit 
reports  of  monitoring  each  month,  beginning  in  August.  To  meet  the  existing  regulatory 
requirements  and  in  anticipation  that  timely  actions  will  be  required  of  the  Port  without 
sufficent  time  for  a  formal  competitive  contract  solicitation,  Port  staff  highly  recommends  that 
there  is  justification  and  urgency  to  increase  the  CSO  for  as-needed  professional  services  from 
Weiss  Associates  by  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $100,000,  bringing  the  cumulative  total  value  of 
CSOs  to  Weiss  for  this  project  to  $261,897. 

FUNDING 

The  Port's  Fiscal  Year  2008/09  operating  budget  includes  $300,000  for  oversight  of 
ExxonMobil's  work,  and  investigation,  remediation,  or  other  technical  activities  required  of 
the  Port  to  investigate  and  respond  to  petroleum  contamination  in  the  vicinity  of  Wharf  J 10. 
Pending  Port  Commission  approval,  $100,000  of  these  budgeted  funds  would  be  encumbered 
to  a  new  CSO  to  Weiss. 
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RECOMMENDATION 

Port  staff  recommend  that  the  Port  Commission  adopt  the  attached  resolution  authorizing  staff  to 
exceed  the  $200,000  per  project  Hmit  for  CSOs  issued  under  the  Port's  as-needed  environmental 
services  contracts,  to  enable  continued  investigation  of  and  response  to  petroleum  contamination 
at  Wharf  J 10.  Specifically,  Port  staff  seek  Port  Commission  authorization  to  increase  the 
cumulative  amount  of  CSOs  to  Weiss  Associates  and  its  subconsultants  to  $261,897. 


Prepared  by:  Carol  Bach,  Environmental  &  Regulatory  Affairs  Manager 
Port  Planning  &  Development  Division 

Norma  Nelson,  Principal  Administrative  Analyst 
Port  Finance  Division 


For: 


Byron  Rhett,  Deputy  Director 

Port  Planning  &  Development  Division 


Tina  Olson,  Deputy  Director 

Port  Finance  and  Administration  Division 


cc:        Clerk,  Board  of  Supervisors 

Local  2 1 ,  IFTPE  Representative  Michael  Seville 
Department  of  Public  Works,  Nelson  Wong 


PORT  COMMISSION 

CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

RESOLUTION  NO.  08-49 

WHEREAS,    San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  Section  6.64,  relating  to  the  use  of  as-needed 
contracts  for  professional  services,  states  that:  "No  contract  service  order  or 
multiple  contract  service  orders  for  any  single  public  work,  whether  in  one  phase 
or  multiple  phases,  shall  cumulatively  exceed  $200,000";  and 

WHEREAS,     San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  Section  6.64  allows  a  department  to  issue  or 
modify  contract  service  order(s)  to  exceed  the  foregoing  $200,000  limit  only  upon 
the  department  head's  written  determination  establishing  the  urgency  of  the  work 
and  the  justification  for  proceeding  with  the  use  of  as-needed  contracts  rather  than 
by  formal  competitive  process;  and 

WHEREAS,    Port  staff,  as  indicated  in  the  report  accompanying  this  resolution,  considers  that 
there  is  an  urgent  need  to  exceed  the  $200,000  limit  on  contract  service  order  for 
as-needed  professional  consulting  services  from  Weiss  Associates  for 
environmental  consulting  services  related  to  petroleum  contamination  in  the 
vicinity  of  Wharf  JIO  (the  "Project");  and 

WHEREAS,    Port  staff  recommends  that  there  is  ample  justification  and  urgency  to  increase  the 
cumulative  amount  of  contract  service  orders  for  as-needed  professional 
consulting  services  from  Weiss  Associates  to  $261,897  for  the  Project,  rather  than 
seeking  formal  competitive  bids,  as  indicated  in  the  accompanying  staff 
memorandum;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  the  San  Francisco  Port  Commission  hereby  authorizes  staff  to  increase  the 
total  Contract  Service  Orders  for  as-needed  consulting  services  from  Weiss 
Associates  by  an  additional  $100,000,  thereby  resulting  in  a  cumulative  total  of 
$261,897  for  such  professional  services  for  this  Project. 


/  hereby  authorize  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  San  Francisco  Port 
Commission  at  its  meeting  of  August  12y  2008. 


Secretary 


-5- 


PORT-- 

SAN  FRANCISCO 


MEMORANDUM 


TO: 


FROM: 


August  6,  2008 

MEMBERS,  PORT  COMMISSION 
Hon.  Kimberly  Brandon,  President 
Hon.  Rodney  Fong,  Vice  President 
Hon.  Michael  Hardeman 
Hon.  Ann  Lazarus 
Hon.  Stephari^ShaJcofsky     /_^ 

Monique  Moyer./.^^  y 
Executive  Director 


SUBJECT:     Request  Approval  of  Amendment  of  Port  Commission  Resolution  08-24  to 

authorize  the  Executive  Director  to  execute  a  contract  with  Cochran,  Inc.  for  the 
installation  of  shoreside  power  equipment  at  Pier  27  for  an  amount  not  to  exceed 
$3,200,000. 

DIRECTOR'S  RECOMMENDATION:  APPROVE  RESOLUTION 

Background 

On  December  11,  2007,  the  Port  Commission  approved  Item  10c,  Request  authorization  to  enter 
into  a  grant  agreement  with  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District,  as  a  co-applicant 
with  Princess  Cruises,  for  $1,900,000  in  grant  funding  for  construction  of  shoreside  power  at 
Pier  27.  Under  this  authorization,  the  Port,  Princess  Cruise  Lines,  and  Bay  Area  Air  Quality 
Management  District  ("BAAQMD")  agreed  on  a  Grant  Agreement  under  which  Princess  would 
receive  reimbursement  of  $  1 .9  million  in  shoreside  power  project  costs.  At  that  time,  the  parties 
intended  that  Princess  would  enter  into  a  contract  with  Cochran,  Inc.  to  complete  the  work. 

The  BAAQMD  grant  amount  is  insufficient  to  cover  the  full  costs  of  the  design  and  construction 
of  the  system,  and  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  ("SF  PUC")  agreed  to  fiind  the 
difference  through  a  transfer  of  funds  to  the  Port.  On  April  22,  2008,  the  Port  Commission 
approved  Item  8B,  Resolution  08-24,  Request  authorization  to  execute  an  agreement  with 
Princess  Cruise  Lines,  Ltd.  and/or  their  agent  to  install  shoreside  power  equipment  at  Piers  27 
and  29  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $1, 700, 000  from  Port  and  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities 
Commission,  and  an  additional  $1,900,000  to  be  obtained  by  Princess  Cruise  Lines,  Ltd.  from 
the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District,  subject  to  approval  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors; 
and  authorization  to  request  an  ordinance  from  the  Board  of  Supervisors  exempting  such 
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agreement  from  the  contracting  requirements  of  the  Administrative  Code  and  Environment  Code. 
Under  this  authorization,  the  Port  Commission  authorized  the  Executive  Director  to  accept  and 
expend  $1,700,000  from  SF  PUC  for  shoreside  power  at  Pier  27.  The  SF  PUC  funding  was 
necessary  to  make  up  the  difference  between  the  BAAQMD  grant  amount  and  the  estimated 
project  cost  of  $3,600,000.  Additionally,  the  Port  Commission  authorized  the  Executive  Director 
to  enter  into  a  contract  for  $1,700,000  with  Cochran,  Inc.  to  complete  the  additional  shoreside 
power  work. 

Project  Progress  to  Date 

Funds  available  for  the  shoreside  power  project  total  $3,600,000  from  two  sources.  Funding 
consists  of  $1,900,000  in  BAAQMD  grant  funds  and  $1,700,000  in  SF  PUC  capital  funds 
included  in  SF  PUC's  2008-2009  budget. 

As  project  planning  moved  forward,  it  became  evident  to  the  entities  involved  in  the  project 
(Port,  Princess,  BAAQMD,  SF  PUC,  and  Cochran)  that  funding  and  managing  the  construction 
of  the  system  through  two  separate  contracts  with  Cochran,  Inc.,  one  between  Princess  and 
Cochran,  and  the  other  between  the  Port  and  Cochran,  was  not  feasible.  Accordingly,  staff  from 
Port,  Princess,  and  BAAQMD  agreed  that  the  project  contract  would  best  be  administered  by 
Port  staff,  through  a  re-directing  the  $1,900,000  in  BAAQMD  grant  funding  to  the  Port,  and 
combining  the  grant  funds  with  the  available  SF  PUC  funding.  The  combined  funding  could 
then  be  administered  through  one  contract  between  the  Port  and  Cochran,  Inc. 

Separately,  SF  PUC  determined  that  the  upgrades  to  its  own  existing  electrical  equipment, 
included  in  total  project  cost  estimates,  were  best  accomplished  through  SF  PUC's  existing  as- 
needed  contracts.  The  scope  of  work  of  the  Cochran  contract  was  reduced  accordingly. 
Therefore,  SF  PUC,  with  the  consent  of  Port  staff,  will  reserve  $400,000  of  its  budgeted 
$1,700,000  for  this  purpose,  leaving  $1,300,000  of  SF  PUC  funds  available  for  the  Port  to  apply 
to  the  Cochran  contract.  Any  balance  remaining  of  the  $400,000  after  SF  PUC  work  is  complete 
will  be  made  available  to  the  Port,  if  needed,  for  the  Port's  contract  with  Cochran. 

As  a  result,  there  is  a  total  of  $3,200,000  available  to  the  Port  that  can  be  applied  to  the  Cochran 
contract. 

Port  Commissioii  Action 

Port  staff  seeks  Port  Commission  authorization  for  the  Executive  Director  to  modify  Resolution 
08-24  by  increasing  the  authorized  amount  of  the  Port's  contract  with  Cochran,  Inc.,  from 
$1,700,000  to  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $3,200,000.  Funding  for  the  contract  will  include 
$1,300,000  to  be  obtained  by  the  Port  from  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission,  and 
an  additional  $1,900,000  to  be  obtained  by  the  Port  from  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management 
District,  for  a  total  maximum  contract  amount  of  $3,200,000. 

The  overall  project  budget  has  not  increased  and  all  ftinds  for  the  construction  of  the  shoreside 
power  system  will  come  from  sources  external  to  the  Port.  This  action  has  already  been 
authorized  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  under  Ordinance  No.  0125-08,  dated  July  16,  2008. 
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Next  Steps 

Port  staff  is  currently  finalizing  a  draft  contract  for  review  by  Cochran,  Inc.,  in  anticipation  of 
signing  a  final  contract  next  month  (September  2008).  Cochran  will  submit  a  proposed 
construction  schedule  with  the  contract.  Port  staff  anticipates  that  construction  will  begin  during 
the  winter  of  2008-2009. 


Prepared  by:     Jay  Ach,  Manager,  Regulatory  and  Environmental  Affairs 
and  Daley  Dunham,  Principal  Administrative  Analyst 

For:  Peter  Dailey,  Deputy  Director  of  Maritime 


PORT  COMMISSION 
CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

RESOLUTION  NO.  08-50 


WHEREAS,       On  December  22,  2006,  the  Port  and  Princess  Cruise  Lines,  Ltd.  ("Princess")  as 
co-applicants,  submitted  an  application  to  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality 
Management  District  (BAAQMD)  for  Carl  Moyer  Program  funding  to  install 
shoreside  power  at  the  Port;  and 

WHEREAS,       On  April  4,  2007,  BAAQMD  approved  a  Carl  Moyer  Program  grant  of  $  L9 

million  to  the  Port  of  San  Francisco  and  Princess,  jointly  as  grantee,  to  fund  this 
project;  and 

WHEREAS,       On  December  1 1 ,  2007,  by  Resolution  No.  07-88,  the  Port  Commission 

authorized  the  Executive  Director  of  the  Port  to  enter  into  a  grant  agreement 
with  BAAQMD  and  Princess  for  $L9  million  for  construction  of  shoreside 
power  at  the  Port,  and  to  execute  any  documents  required  to  enter  into  that 
agreement,  including  any  amendments,  augmentations  or  extensions  thereof; 
and 

WHEREAS,       On  April  22,  2008,  by  Resolution  08-24,  the  Port  Commission  authorized  the 
Executive  Director  to  execute  an  agreement  with  Princess  Cruise  Lines,  Ltd. 
and/or  its  agent  Cochran,  Inc.  for  the  purchase  and  installation  of  the  shoreside 
power  system  for  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $1,700,000;  and 

WHEREAS,       The  actual  projected  costs  of  the  shoreside  power  project  is  $3,600,000,  of 

which  a  maximum  of  $3,200,000  shall  be  paid  to  Cochran,  Inc.  for  the  purchase 
and  installation  of  the  shoreside  power  equipment,  and  approximately  $400,000 
of  which  shall  be  expended  by  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission 
("SF  PUC")  for  upgrades  to  its  own  existing  electrical  equipment  related  to  the 
project;  and 

WHEREAS,       SF  PUC  has  an  approved  2008-2009  capital  budget  of  $  1 ,700,000  for  shoreside 
power,  of  which  $400,000  shall  be  reserved  by  SF  PUC  for  upgrades  to  its 
existing  equipment,  and  the  remaining  $1,300,000  shall  be  made  available  to  the 
Port  for  the  Port's  contract  with  Cochran,  Inc.,  and 

WHEREAS,       On  July  1 6,  2008,  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  by  Ordinance  No.  0 1 25-08, 

authorized  the  Executive  Director  to  execute  an  agreement  with  Cochran,  inc. 
for  the  installation  of  shoreside  power  equipment  for  an  amount  not  to  exceed 
$3,200,000  and  exempted  the  agreement  from  certain  requirements  of  the  City's 
municipal  codes;  now,  therefore,  be  it 
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RESOLVED,      That  the  Port  Commission  hereby  deletes  the  following  language  from  the  first 
Resolved  clause  of  Resolution  No.  08-24:  "That  subject  to  the  approval  of  the 
Board  of  Supervisors,  the  Port  Commission  hereby  authorizes  the  Executive 
Director  of  the  Port  to  execute  an  agreement  with  Princess  Cruise  Lines,  Ltd. 
and/or  its  agent  Cochran,  Inc.,  for  the  purchase  and  installation  of  the  shoreside 
power  system  for  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $1,700,000"  and  replaces  it  with  the 
following  language:  "That  the  Port  Commission  hereby  authorizes  the  Executive 
Director  of  the  Port  to  execute  a  contract  with  Cochran,  Inc.,  for  the  purchase 
and  installation  of  the  shoreside  power  system  for  an  amount  not  to  exceed 
$3,200,000." 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Port  Commission  at  its  meeting 
of  August  12,  2008. 


Secretary 


PORTc 


OF 
SAN  FRANCISCO 


MEMORANDUM 

August  6,  2008 

TO:  MEMBERS,  PORT  COMMISSION 

Hon.  Kimberly  Brandon,  President 

Hon.  Rodney  Pong,  Vice  President 

Hon.  Michael  Hardeman 

Hon.  Ann  Lazarus 

Hon.  Stephanie  Shakofsky 

FROM:  ./T;/MoniqueMoyer/:^  -jQ// /|  ' 


■^, 


Executive  Direct 


SUBJECT:     Request  Approval  of  Amended  and  Restated  Exclusive  Negotiation  Agreement, 
and  of  Amended  and  Restated  Term  Sheet,  with  the  Exploratorium  for  Lease  and 
Development  of  Pier  15  and  Pier  17  on  The  Embarcadero  at  Green  Street 

DIRECTOR'S  RECOMMENDATION:  Approve  Attached  Resolution 

BACKGROUND 

The  Exploratorium,  a  museum  of  science,  art  and  human  perception,  is  a  San  Francisco 
institution  currently  located  at  the  Palace  of  Fine  Arts.  It  was  founded  in  1969,  and  its  mission  is 
to  create  a  culture  of  learning  through  innovative  environments,  programs  and  tools  that  help 
people  nurture  their  curiosity  about  the  world  around  them.  Exhibits  cover  a  wide  range  of 
subject  areas.  Programs  include  a  national  center  for  teacher  development,  a  web  site  of  teaching 
resources  and  a  global  network  of  partner  museums.  Millions  of  people  see  Exploratorium- 
designed  exhibits  on  display  at  science  centers  around  the  world  every  year. 

After  several  years  of  searching  for  a  new  home  to  accommodate  its  expanding  needs,  followed 
by  extensive  negotiations  with  Port  staff  in  2005,  the  Exploratorium  proposed  to  lease  Pier  15 
under  a  long-term  lease  and  develop  it  for  museum  and  ancillary  uses,  with  the  option  to  expand 
into  Pier  17  in  later  years  ("Project").  (Piers  15  and  17  are  located  in  the  Northeast  Waterfront 
on  the  Embarcadero  at  Green  Street). 

Before  the  Port  could  entertain  any  action  to  move  forward  with  the  Exploratorium,  however, 
two  prerequisites  had  to  be  met:  (1)  the  Exploratorium  had  to  obtain  a  resolution  from  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  exempting  a  potential  lease  of  Pier  15  from  the  competitive  bidding  policy  set 
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forth  in  the  City's  Administrative  Code.  The  Exploratorium  obtained  this  resolution  on  June  21, 
2005  (Resolution  No.  477-05);  and  (2)  the  Port  was  required  to  complete  a  review  process  on 
Piers  15  and  17  pursuant  to  the  Port's  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan  to  determine  whether  these 
piers  were  no  longer  viable  exclusively  for  maritime  activities.  To  complete  this  review  process 
Port  staff,  through  a  maritime  consultant,  prepared  the  Pier  15/17  Exclusive  Maritime  Use  Study 
addressing  this  and  other  issues.  The  Port  Commission  thereafter  adopted  the  following 
findings:  (1)  that  the  sheds  at  Pier  15/17  are  no  longer  needed  exclusively  for  maritime  use,  (2) 
that  the  east  face  berth  at  Pier  15/17  is  not  surplus  to  the  maritime  needs  of  the  Port  and  that  any 
redevelopment  of  the  facility  must  be  compatible  with  the  retention  of  the  east  face  berth  for  lay 
berthing,  and  (3)  that  any  redevelopment  of  Pier  15/17  must  be  compatible  with  and 
accommodate  a  tug  and  tow  operation.  The  Commission  further  directed  staff  (1)  to  consider 
non-maritime  uses  for  Pier  15/17,  consistent  with  the  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan  and  with  the 
other  findings,  to  develop,  repair  and  lease  Pier  15/17,  (2)  to  seek  ways  to  improve  waterside 
access  at  Pier  15/17  for  ferries,  crew  boats  or  water  taxis,  and  (3)  to  conduct  a  comprehensive 
review  of  the  market  opportunity  and  land  and  water  needs  of  maritime-industrial  activities  (Port 
Commission  Resolution  No.  06-03). 

Thereafter,  on  March  1 ,  2006,  the  Port  and  the  Exploratorium  entered  into  an  Exclusive 
Negotiation  Agreement  ("ENA")  for  a  term  of  three  years  which  sets  forth  the  parties'  rights, 
duties  and  obligations  during  this  negotiation  period  (Port  Commission  Resolution  No.  06-13). 
The  parties  also  negotiated  a  Term  Sheet  for  Pier  15  containing  the  financial  terms  for  lease  of 
this  pier  with  an  option  to  expand  into  Pier  17,  and  the  Term  Sheet  is  attached  as  an  exhibit  to  the 
ENA. 

The  parties  then  prepared  a  Fiscal  Feasibility  Report  as  required  by  the  Fiscal  Feasibility 
Ordinance  (Chapter  29  of  the  City's  Administrative  Code),  and  on  July  25,  2006  obtained  from 
the  Board  of  Supervisors:  (1)  a  determination  that  the  Project  is  fiscally  responsible  and  feasible, 
(2)  endorsement  of  the  Term  Sheet,  and  (3)  authorization  to  undertake  environmental  review  of 
the  Project  (Resolution  No.  446-06). 

The  Exploratorium  immediately  commenced  its  due  diligence  investigations  of  the  piers  and 
filed  its  application  for  environmental  review.  Environmental  studies  are  well  underway,  and  the 
EIR  is  expected  to  be  published  in  the  fall.  The  Exploratorium 's  architects  have  been  working 
on  schematic  drawings  and  have  presented  design  plans  to  joint  meetings  of  the  Waterfront 
Design  Advisory  Committee  and  BCDC's  Design  Review  Board.  An  application  for  a  BCDC 
permit  has  been  filed,  and  the  parties  have  had  discussions  with  the  Office  of  Historic 
Preservation  and  with  the  State  Lands  Commission  staff.  The  parties  have  engaged  in 
negotiations  with  BayDelta  Maritime  (the  tug  and  tow  operator  currently  leasing  space  at  Pier 
15)  for  relocation  of  its  premises  to  Pier  17  and  preparation  of  a  Tripartite  Agreement,  and  the 
Exploratorium  continues  its  community  outreach  with  presentations  to  NEWAG,  San  Francisco 
Architectural  Heritage  and  other  stakeholders. 

Last  year,  the  Exploratorium  approached  Port  staff  with  two  major  concerns:  (1)  the  total 
development  cost  of  the  Project  had  escalated  and  was  much  greater  than  the  Exploratorium  had 
originally  anticipated  ($97  million  increased  to  $175  million),  of  which  a  large  portion  was  in  the 
substructure  work,  and  (2)  the  museum  wanted  more  control  over  its  destiny  and  ability  to 
expand  the  museum  into  Pier  17  at  any  time.  To  address  the  first  concern,  the  Exploratorium 
requested  a  bigger  rent  credit  from  the  Port  to  pay  for  the  increased  substructure  repair  costs.  To 


address  the  second  concern,  the  Exploratorium  requested  to  lease  Pier  17  now  rather  than 
exercise  an  option  to  lease  it  in  the  1?"^  year  of  the  lease  term.  Port  staff  and  the  Exploratorium 
have  been  negotiating  for  over  a  year  and  have  reached  agreement  on  terms  addressing  both 
issues,  which  has  culminated  in  an  Amended  and  Restated  Term  Sheet  for  Piers  15  and  17 
(hereinafter  "Amended  Term  Sheet"),  which  is  attached  to  an  Amended  and  Restated  Exclusive 
Negotiation  Agreement  (hereinafter  "Amended  ENA").  The  Amended  Term  Sheet  covers  both 
Pier  15  and  Pier  17  (see  the  Site  Plan  attached  to  this  Staff  Report  as  Exhibit  1).  Copies  of  the 
Amended  ENA  and  the  Amended  Term  Sheet  have  been  lodged  with  the  Commission  Secretary. 

The  Amended  ENA  and  Amended  Term  Sheet  are  described  in  further  detail  below;  major 
changes  from  the  original  documents  are  explained. 

DEVELOPMENT  CONCEPT  FOR  THE  PROJECT 

The  development  concept  for  the  Project  has  not  changed  significantly  from  the  concept  set  forth 
in  the  original  ENA.  The  Exploratorium  proposes  to  lease  the  Pier  15  shed,  the  connector 
building  between  Pier  15  and  Pier  17,  the  valley  (the  paved  asphalt  area  between  the  piers)  and  a 
portion  of  the  east  apron  and  install  improvements  for  its  museum  operations.  The  Pier  15  shed 
and  aprons  would  be  rehabilitated  and  repaired,  including  seismic  upgrades,  and  the  connector 
building  would  be  removed  and  replaced  with  a  new  "Bridge  Building"  that  would  house  a  cafe, 
exhibit  space,  an  observatory  on  the  roof  and  be  used  for  special  events.  The  Pier  15  shed  would 
house  the  museum  exhibits,  fabrication  space,  teaching  classrooms,  administrative  offices, 
another  cafe,  a  museum  store,  a  theater,  and  the  Tactile  Dome.^  Portions  of  the  asphalt  deck  in 
the  valley  would  be  removed  to  expose  the  water  and  piles,  and  a  "courtyard"  would  be  created 
for  public  access,  allowing  the  public  to  walk  near  the  water,  and  onto  the  east  apron  for  views  of 
the  Bay,  the  East  Bay  hills,  Treasure  Island  and  the  Bay  Bridge.  The  courtyard  would  provide 
the  main  entrance  into  the  museum  and  would  have  outdoor  exhibits  and  street  furnishings  such 
as  benches  and  bicycle  racks.  Vehicles  such  as  catering  trucks  would  have  limited  access  down 
the  courtyard  to  access  the  Events  Center  in  the  Bridge  Building  from  the  Embarcadero.  The 
Project  also  must  include  a  water  taxi  dock,  most  likely  located  on  the  south  apron  of  Pier  15. 
The  Pier  17  marginal  wharf  (the  area  between  the  Pier  17  shed  and  Herb  Caen  Way)  would  be 
used  for  assembly  of  school  children,  and  the  curb  at  Pier  17  would  be  used  for  parking  of  field 
trip  buses  for  loading  and  unloading  of  passengers.  Per  the  recommendations  of  the  Pier  15/17 
Exclusive  Maritime  Use  Study  and  the  Port  Commission's  findings,  the  Port  would  continue  to 
dock  ships  on  the  east  apron  berth.  It  is  anticipated,  but  not  yet  final,  that  BayDelta  Maritime 
would  be  relocated  to  new  warehouse/office  premises  inside  Pier  17,  to  be  built  out  by  the 
Exploratorium  at  its  cost. 

The  Exploratorium  would  lease  Pier  17  at  the  same  time  that  it  leases  Pier  15,  but  the  museum 
does  not  plan  to  do  any  initial  improvements  in  Pier  17  or  to  expand  the  museum  for  a  number  of 
years.  (It  may  utilize  portions  of  the  pier  for  museum-related  uses  such  as  an  exhibit  fabrication 
workshop  or  for  storage  of  golf  carts  to  be  used  as  a  tram  service  for  visitors  to  the  Events 
Center).  The  development  concept  is  still  the  same,  i.e.,  that  sometime  in  the  future  (date 
undetermined),  if  the  museum  needs  to  expand  and  can  raise  the  necessary  capital,  it  would 
expand  into  the  Pier  17  shed  and  do  whatever  seismic  upgrades  and  rehabilitation  are  required 
for  this  use. 


'  The  Tactile  Dome  is  an  interactive  exhibit  through  total  darkness  where  your  sense  of  touch  becomes  your  only 
guide. 
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In  order  to  provide  parking  for  museum  visitors,  the  Exploratorium  would  be  granted  non- 
exclusive use  of  200  parking  spaces  at  Seawall  Lot  321  under  a  separate  16-year  Parking 
Agreement.  The  parking  would  be  for  short-term  visits  at  hourly  rates.  The  parking  area  would 
not  be  leased  to  the  Exploratorium  but  rather  would  continue  to  be  operated  by  the  Port  (or  by  a 
Port  parking  operator),  and  all  parking  revenue  would  be  retained  by  the  Port. 

Under  the  BCDC  Special  Area  Plan,  the  valley,  the  connector  building  and  the  non-historic  bays 
that  were  added  to  Pier  15  and  Pier  17  sheds  in  the  1950s  are  required  to  be  removed  in  the 
future.  The  Exploratorium  proposes  to  remove  some  but  not  all  of  the  valley  infill,  to  replace  the 
connector  building  with  a  new  Bridge  Building,  and  to  retain  the  non-historic  shed  additions.  It 
is  responsible,  at  its  sole  cost,  for  securing  BCDC  approval  of  required  amendments  to  the 
BCDC  Special  Area  Plan  and  for  the  payment  of  any  BCDC-  imposed  conditions. 

Piers  15  and  17  are  contributing  resources  to  the  Port's  San  Francisco  Embarcadero  National 
Register  Historic  District.  Any  rehabilitation  of  the  piers  must  be  performed  in  accordance  with 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Standards  for  Rehabilitation  and  Guidelines  for  Rehabilitating 
Historic  Buildings  ("Secretary's  Standards")  and  with  the  Port's  Historic  Preservation  Review 
Guidelines.  A  project  such  as  is  proposed  by  the  Exploratorium  would  be  eligible  to  apply  for 
federal  historic  preservation  tax  credits  to  help  defray  development  costs.  In  order  to  obtain 
these  tax  credits,  the  Project  must  comply  with  the  Secretary's  Standards. 

CONDITION  OF  PIER  15/17 

The  substructures  of  Pier  15,  the  connector  building  and  the  valley  are  among  the  most 
deteriorated  of  the  Port's  facilities.  They  are  in  very  dilapidated  condition,  and  many  piles  have 
been  "red-tagged"  or  "yellow-tagged"  by  the  Port's  engineering  division,  limiting  occupancy  in 
these  areas.   This  means  that  Pier  15  is  load-restricted  and  cannot  support  the  weight  of  heavy 
vehicles,  thereby  reducing  the  amount  of  leaseable  area.   The  Exploratorium  would  be  required 
to  repair  the  Pier  15  substructure  and  superstructure,  do  seismic  upgrades,  and  bring  the 
facility  up  to  code.  The  museum's  proposal  would  preserve  this  historic  pier  while  also 
providing  the  museum  with  a  permanent  home.  Pier  17  is  in  better  condition  but  eventually  also 
will  need  repairs.  If  the  museum  decides  to  expand  into  Pier  17  in  the  future  (say,  in  10-15 
years),  it  will  undertake  a  complete  rehabilitation  of  Pier  17  at  that  time.  In  the  interim,  the 
museum  would  lease  the  pier  for  its  own  museum-related  uses  or  sublease  portions  out  for 
interim  maritime,  commercial  or  storage  uses  and  be  responsible  for  repairs  and  maintenance 
of  the  pier. 

AMENDED  TERM  SHEET  FOR  PIERS  15  AND  17 

Port  staff  and  the  Exploratorium  ("Tenant")  have  negotiated  the  financial  terms  for  a  lease  of 
Pier  15  and  Pier  17,  which  terms  are  set  forth  in  the  Amended  Term  Sheet  attached  to  the 
Amended  ENA.  The  Amended  Term  Sheet  is  not,  and  will  not  become,  contractually  binding  on 
either  party  unless  and  until  the  parties  negotiate,  execute  and  deliver  a  mutually-acceptable 
Lease  Development  and  Disposition  Agreement  ("LDDA"),  a  Lease  and  related  transaction 
documents  regarding  the  Project.  This  delivery  will  not  occur  unless  and  until  the 
Environmental  Impact  Report  for  the  proposed  Project  is  certified,  appropriate  resolutions  of  the 
Port  Commission  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  have  been  duly  passed  approving  the  transaction, 
and  the  Tenant  has  obtained  all  required  regulatory  approvals. 
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EXPLANATION  OF  PIER  15  RENT  CREDIT 

•  Orieinal  Term  Sheet:  the  original  Rent  Credit  for  Pier  15  was  $18.4  million,  which  was  the 
amount  estimated  by  Port  engineers  that  the  Port  would  have  to  spend  to  repair  the 
substructure  of  Pier  15  to  continue  interim  leasing.  Assuming  annual  interest  of  5.5%  on  the 
that  amount,  less  historic  tax  credits,  with  a  30-year  amortization  and  a  3%  rent  escalation, 
the  annual  payment  would  be  $1,253,687.  Applying  the  payment  against  100%  of  the  Base 
Rent,  it  would  take  approximately  29  years  to  bum  off  this  Rent  Credit. 

•  Amended  Term  Sheet:  After  completing  due  diligence  investigations  the  Exploratorium 
determined  that  the  total  development  cost  for  the  Project,  originally  estimated  at  $97 
million,  had  increased  to  $175  million.  It  disagreed  with  the  Port's  calculation  of  $18.4 
million  for  the  substructure  repair  costs.  Based  on  the  Exploratorium 's  more  detailed 
analysis  of  the  substructure  work,  and  acknowledging  that  construction  costs  have  escalated 
during  the  past  two  years,  the  Port  agreed  to  increase  the  Rent  Credit  to  more  accurately 
reflect  the  actual  cost  to  repair  Pier  15's  substructure. 

•  The  parties  agreed  that  the  cost  of  the  substructure  repair  (not  including  seismic  work)  is 
$29.2  million.  This  amount  was  confirmed  by  an  outside  engineering  consultant.  Applying 
the  Rent  Credit  against  100%  of  the  Base  Rent  and  adding  compounded  interest  at  5.5%  per 
year  on  the  outstanding  balance,  the  number  of  years  to  amortize  this  amount  is  50  years, 
summarized  as  follows: 

Substructure  Repair  (no  seismic)  $  29,200,000 

Less  Historic  Tax  Credits  (estimate)  (  3,358,000) 

Amount  to  Amortize  $  25,842,000 

Years  to  amortize  50 

(The  Rent  Credit  could  take  less  than  50  years  to  amortize  if  Rent  escalates  at  more  than  3%  per 
year  or  historic  tax  credits  are  greater  than  assumed  here  or  the  substructure  costs  are  less. 
Conversely,  it  could  take  longer  than  50  years  to  amortize  if  Rent  escalates  at  less  than  3%  per 
year  or  historic  tax  credits  are  less  or  substructure  costs  are  more).  For  simplicity,  the  parties 
agreed  to  a  fixed  50-year  Rent  Credit. 

•  Although  the  Rent  Credit  period  is  lengthy,  the  deterioration  at  Pier  1 5  is  significant,  and  the 
Port  does  not  have  the  funds  to  repair  the  substructure  or  maintain  the  pier  for  66  years.  By 
using  The  Exploratorium' s  capital  to  effectuate  these  repairs,  the  Port  will  save  an  important 
historic  resource  and  at  the  same  time  provide  a  new  cultural  institution  for  San  Francisco 
residents  and  visitors  to  the  waterfi^ont. 

AMENDED  ENA 

The  parties  have  negotiated  revisions  to  the  following  key  provisions  of  the  Original  ENA.  All 
other  provisions  remain  the  same: 


Site 

Covers  Pier  15  and  Pier  17 

New  Exhibit  B:  Amended 
and  Restated  Term  Sheet 

Attaches  the  Amended  and  Restated  Term  Sheet  to  the  Amended 

ENA 

Exploratorium's 
Obligations 

Eliminates  Exploratorium's  obligation  to  prepare  a  Pier  17 
Repair  Plan  for  Port.  Eliminates  Port's  obligation  to  reimburse 
Exploratorium  for  this  design  work  or  to  seek  an  appropriation 
of  funds  from  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  the  event  a  lease  is  not 
executed.  (Pier  1 7  Repair  Plan  for  Port  not  necessary  now  that 
the  Exploratorium  will  be  leasing  Pier  1 7  and  is  responsible  for 
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all  repair  and  maintenance;  major  substructure  repairs  will  be 
necessary  when  the  museum  expands  into  Pier  1 7  and  will  be 
performed  by  the  Exploratorium). 


Option  to  Extend 


Performance  Benchmarks 


Eliminates  requirement  for  Port  to  obtain  historic  district 
designation.  (Not  necessary  because  historic  district 
designation  has  been  obtained;  historic  district  has  been  placed 
on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places). 


•  Adds  a  new  benchmark  requiring  the  Exploratorium,  by  the 
expiration  date  of  the  ENA,  to  provide  evidence  to  Port  of 
its  receipt  of  pledges  totaling  at  least  50%  of  the  total 
development  cost  of  the  Project  and  receipt  of  at  least  50% 
of  the  pledged  amounts  in  cash. 

•  Extends  the  time  for  the  Exploratorium  to  enter  into  the 
Tripartite  Agreement  with  Port  and  BayDelta  to  January  30, 
2009,  or,  if  parties  are  making  progress,  as  extended  by  Port 
pursuant  to  written  request. 

•  Sets  forth  the  current  status  of  the  Performance  Benchmarks: 

1.  Submit  Project  Schedule — Satisfied. 

2.  Submit  Quarterly  Reports  of  progress — Ongoing. 

3.  Submit  proposal  for  obtaining  State  Lands  Commission 
determination  of  public  trust  consistency — Satisfied. 

4.  Submit  strategy  for  regulatory  approvals — Satisfied. 

5.  Submit  Community  Outreach  Program — Satisfied. 

6.  Submit  environmental  review  application/diligently 
pursue — Satisfied/In  Progress. 

7.  Enter  tripartite  agreement  with  Port  &  BayDelta  by 
1/30/09,  or,  if  parties  are  making  progress,  as  extended  by 
Port  pursuant  to  written  requests. 

8.  Conduct  due  diligence  investigations — Satisfied. 

9.  Implement  Community  Outreach  and  Public  &  Political 
Education  Plan — Ongoing. 

10.  NEW:  fiindraising  status — Ongoing. 

1 1 .  Finalize  transaction  documents — By  the  Expiration  Date. 

12.  Obtain  review  of  schematic  design  plans  from  WD  AC  and 
BCDC's  Design  Review  Board — By  the  Expiration  Date. 

Port  has  right  to  waive  or  extend  the  times  for  performance  of 
the  Performance  Benchmarks  and  may  condition  waiver  or 
extension  on  additional  benchmarks  or  other  conditions. 


NEXT  STEPS 

Because  of  the  major  revisions  to  the  Term  Sheet,  the  Port  will  submit  the  Amended  Term  Sheet 
to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for  endorsement  of  the  new  terms.  At  the  same  time,  we  will  seek  a 
finding  by  the  Board  under  the  Fiscal  Feasibility  Ordinance  that  the  Project's  revised  financial 
structure  is  fiscally  feasible  and  responsible;  we  will  also  seek  a  resolution  exempting  a  potential 
lease  of  Pier  17  from  the  City's  competitive  bidding  policy  (Pier  15  exemption  previously 
obtained).  The  Port  is  presently  drafting  Transaction  Documents  and  the  parties  are  continuing 
their  negotiations  with  BayDelta  on  the  tripartite  agreement.  The  Exploratorium  will  present 
schematic  drawings  again  to  a  joint  meeting  of  the  Waterfront  Design  Advisory  Committee  and 

-13- 


BCDC's  Design  Review  Board  on  September  8,  2008.  The  museum  continues  to  conduct 
community  outreach  and  is  dihgently  working  to  obtain  all  of  the  required  regulatory  approvals. 
After  certification  of  the  EIR,  expected  in  late  February  2009,  the  Exploratorium  will  seek  Port 
Commission  approval  of  the  Project,  with  the  hope  of  closing  escrow  and  starting  construction  in 
the  fall  of  2009. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Because  the  Exploratorium  is  a  unique  non-profit  institution  that  offers  an  unprecedented 
opportunity  to  activate  the  waterfront  through  its  educational  and  cultural  programming  and  to 
preserve  historic  resources,  and  because  of  the  extraordinary  deterioration  of  Pier  15,  Port  staff 
believe  that  the  significant  investment  by  the  Port  through  rent  credits  is  warranted  in  this 
situation.  Accordingly,  Port  staff  recommend  approval  of  the  terms  of  the  Amended  Term  Sheet 
and  of  the  Amended  ENA,  as  set  forth  in  this  Staff  Report,  and  request  authorization  for  the 
Executive  Director  to  execute  the  Amended  ENA. 


Prepared  by:    Jermifer  Sobol 
Project  Manager 

For:  Byron  Rhett,  Deputy  Director 

Plarming  &  Development 
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PORT  COMMISSION 
CITY  &  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

RESOLUTION  NO.  08-51 

WHEREAS,    Charter  Section  B3.581  grants  the  Port  Commission  the  power  and  duty  to  use, 
conduct,  operate,  maintain,  manage,  regulate  and  control  the  Port  area  of  San 
Francisco;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Exploratorium  museum  desires  to  lease  Piers  15  and  17  under  a  long-term 
lease  for  its  museum  and  ancillary  operations  at  Pier  15,  with  the  possibility  of 
expanding  the  museum  into  Pier  17  in  the  future;  and 

WHEREAS,    On  June  2 1 ,  2005,  by  Resolution  No.  477-05,  the  Exploratorium  obtained  a  waiver 
from  the  Board  of  Supervisors  exempting  any  potential  lease  with  the  Port  on  Pier 
15  from  the  competitive  bidding  policy  set  forth  in  the  City's  Administrative 
Code;  and 

WHEREAS,    On  February  28,  2006,  the  Port  Commission  approved  the  terms  of  an  Exclusive 
Negotiation  Agreement  ("ENA")  between  the  Exploratorium  and  the  Port  and 
approved  financial  terms  for  the  lease  of  Pier  1 5  with  an  option  to  expand  into 
Pier  1 7,  which  terms  are  set  forth  in  the  Term  Sheet  attached  to  the  ENA;  and 

WHEREAS,    The  parties  now  desire  to  amend  the  Term  Sheet  and  therefore  the  Executive 
Director  and  Port  staff  have  negotiated  terms  for  an  Amended  and  Restated 
Exclusive  Negotiation  Agreement  ("Amended  ENA"),  a  copy  of  which  is  on  file 
with  the  Commission  Secretary,  and  which  terms  are  outlined  in  the 
accompanying  Staff  Report  for  this  Item;  and 

WHEREAS,    The  Executive  Director  and  Port  staff  have  negotiated  to  add  Pier  17  to  the  term 
sheet,  to  increase  the  Rent  Credit  granted  on  Pier  1 5  based  on  increased  cost 
projections  and  to  amend  other  provisions,  which  terms  are  set  forth  in  the 
Amended  and  Restated  Term  Sheet  ("Amended  Term  Sheet")  attached  to  the 
Amended  ENA;  and  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  the  Port  Commission  hereby  approves  the  terms  of  the  Amended  ENA  and 
of  the  Amended  Term  Sheet  and  authorizes  and  directs  the  Executive  Director  of 
the  Port,  or  her  designee,  to  execute  the  Amended  ENA,  with  the  understanding 
that  the  final  terms  and  conditions  of  any  development  agreement,  lease  or  related 
documents  negotiated  between  the  Port  and  the  Exploratorium  during  the 
exclusive  negotiation  period  will  be  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Port 
Commission;  and  be  it  further 

RESOLVED,  That  the  Port  Commission  authorizes  and  directs  the  Executive  Director  of  the 
Port,  or  her  designee,  to  present  the  Amended  Term  Sheet  to  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  for  its  review  and  endorsement,  and  in  the  event  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  fails  to  endorse  the  Amended  Term  Sheet,  to  either  terminate  the 
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Resolution  No.  08-51 
Page  2 

Amended  ENA  or  revise  the  Amended  Term  Sheet  in  accordance  with  Section  19 
of  the  Amended  ENA;  and  be  it  further 

RESOLVED,  Approval  of  the  Amended  ENA  does  not  commit  the  Port  Commission  to 

approval  of  a  final  lease  or  related  documents  and  that  the  Port  Commission  shall 
not  take  any  discretionary  actions  committing  it  to  the  project  until  it  has 
reviewed  and  considered  environmental  documentation  prepared  in  compliance 
with  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA);  and  be  it  further 

RESOLVED,  That  the  Port  Commission,  pursuant  to  Section  6.2  of  the  Amended  ENA,  hereby 
authorizes  the  Executive  Director  of  the  Port,  or  her  designee,  to  waive  or  extend 
the  times  for  performance  of  the  Performance  Benchmarks  (as  defined  in  the 
document),  including,  without  limitation,  the  right  to  condition  such  waiver  or 
extension  on  additional  Performance  Benchmarks  or  other  conditions  required  by 
the  Port  Commission  in  its  sole  discretion,  provided  that  such  extension  does  not 
extend  the  term  of  the  Amended  ENA. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  San  Francisco  Port 
Commission  at  its  meeting  of  August  12,  2008. 


Secretary 
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Pier  17  Rent  Credit  Amortization  Schedule 
EXAMPLE 


Pier  17  Initial  Base  Rent 

798,044 

per  year 

CPI  annual  increase 

3.0% 

Substructure  Repairs 

(est.) 

17,800,000 

(Current  Dollars) 

Historic  Tax  Credits  (est ) 

(2,045,805) 

11.5% 

Rent  Credit 

15,754,195 

Interest 

5.5% 

Repair  Cost  Inflation  Rate 

3.0% 

Rent: 

Rent  Credit 

Ending  Rent 

3%  Increases  Until 

Rent  Credit 

Applied  to 

Credit 

Year        Buildout, 

then  5-yr  adj. 

Balance 

Rent 

interest 

Balance 

Net  Rent  to  Port 

1 

798,044 

0 

0 

0 

0 

798,044 

2 

821,985 

0 

0 

0 

0 

821,985 

3 

846,645 

0 

0 

0 

0 

846,645 

4 

872,044 

0 

0 

0 

0 

872,044 

5 

898,205 

0 

0 

0 

0 

898,205 

6 

925,152 

0 

0 

0 

0 

925,152 

7 

952,906 

0 

0 

0 

0 

952,906 

8 

981,493 

0 

0 

0 

0 

981,493 

9 

1,010,938 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1.010,938 

10 

1,041,266 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,041,266 

11 

1,072,504 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1.072,504 

12 

1,104,679 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,104,679 

13 

1,137,820 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,137,820 

14 

1,171,954 

23,829,634 

(1,171,954) 

1,310,630 

23,968,309 

0 

15 

1,171,954 

23,968,309 

(1,171,954) 

1,318,257 

24,114,612 

0 

16 

1,171,954 

24,114,612 

(1,171,954) 

1,326,304 

24,268,961 

0 

17 

1,171,954 

24,268,961 

(1,171,954) 

1.334,793 

24,431,800 

0 

18 

1.171,954 

24,431,800 

(1,171,954) 

1,343,749 

24,603,595 

0 

19 

1,358,616 

24,603,595 

(1,358,616) 

1,353,198 

24,598,176 

0 

20 

1,358,616 

24,598,176 

(1,358,616) 

1,352,900 

24,592,460 

0 

21 

1,358,616 

24,592,460 

(1,358,616) 

1,352,585 

24,586,429 

0 

22 

1,358,616 

24,586,429 

(1,358,616) 

1,352,254 

24,580,066 

0 

23 

1,358,616 

24,580,066 

(1,358,616) 

1,351,904 

24,573,353 

0 

24 

1,575,009 

24,573,353 

(1,575,009) 

1,351,534 

24,349,879 

0 

25 

1,575,009 

24,349,879 

(1,575,009) 

1,339.243 

24,114,114 

0 

26 

1,575,009 

24,114,114 

(1,575,009) 

1,326,276 

23,865,382 

0 

27 

1,575,009 

23,865,382 

(1,575,009) 

1,312,596 

23,602,969 

0 

28 

1,575,009 

23,602,969 

(1,575,009) 

1,298,163 

23,326,124 

0 

29 

1,825,867 

23,326,124 

(1,825,867) 

1,282,937 

22,783,194 

0 

30 

1,825,867 

22,783,194 

(1,825,867) 

1,253.076 

22,210,403 

0 

31 

1,825,867 

22,210,403 

(1,825,867) 

1,221,572 

21,606,108 

0 

32 

1,825,867 

21,606,108 

(1,825,867) 

1,188.336 

20,968,578 

0 

33 

1,825,867 

20,968,578 

(1,825,867) 

1,153,272 

20,295,983 

0 

34 

2,116,680 

20,295,983 

(2,116,680) 

1,116,279 

19,295,582 

0 

35 

2,116,680 

19,295,582 

(2,116,680) 

1,061,257 

18,240,159 

0 

36 

2,116,680 

18,240,159 

(2,116,680) 

1,003,209 

17,126,688 

0 

37 

2,116,680 

17,126,688 

(2,116,680) 

941,968 

15.951,976 

0 

38 

2,116,680 

15,951,976 

(2,116,680) 

877,359 

14,712,655 

0 

39 

2,453,812 

14,712,655 

(2,453,812) 

809,196 

13,068,039 

0 

40 

2,453,812 

13,068,039 

(2,453,812) 

718,742 

11,332,969 

0 

41 

2,453,812 

11,332,969 

(2,453,812) 

623,313 

9,502,470 

0 

42 

2,453,812 

9,502,470 

(2,453,812) 

522,636 

7,571,294 

0 

43 

2,453,812 

7,571,294 

(2,453,812) 

416.421 

5,533,903 

0 

44 

2,844,641 

5,533,903 

(2,844,641) 

304,365 

2,993,627 

0 

45 

2,844,641 

2,993,627 

(2,844,641) 

164,649 

313,636 

0 

46 

2,844,641 

313,636 

(313,636) 

0 

0 

2,531,005 

EXHIBIT  2 

Pier  17  Rent  Credit  Amortization  Schedule 
EXAMPLE 


Pier  17  Initial  Base  Rent 

798,044 

per  year 

CPI  annual  increase 

3,0% 

Substructure  Repairs  (est.) 

17,800,000 

(Current  Dollars) 

Historic  Tax 

t  Credits 

;est.) 

(2,045,805) 

115% 

Rent  Credit 

15,754,195 

Interest 

5.5% 

Repair  Cost  Inflation  Rate 

3.0% 

Rent: 

Rent  Credit 

Ending  Rent 

3%  Increases  Until 

Rent  Credit 

Applied  to 

Credit 

Year 

Buildout,  then  5-yr  adj. 

Balance 

Rent 

Interest 

Balance 

Net  Rent  to  Port 

47 

2,844,641 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,844,641 

48 

2,844,641 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,844,641 

49 

3,297,718 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,297,718 

50 

3,297,718 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,297,718 

51 

3,297,718 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,297,718 

52 

3,297,718 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,297,718 

53 

3,297,718 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,297,718 

54 

3,822,959 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,822,959 

55 

3,822,959 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,822,959 

56 

3,822,959 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,822,959 

57 

3,822,959 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,822,959 

58 

3,822,959 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,822,959 

59 

4,431,858 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,431,858 

60 

4,431,858 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,431,858 

61 

4.431,858 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,431,858 

62 

4,431,858 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,431,858 

63 

4,431,858 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,431,858 

64 

5,137,738 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,137,738 

65 

5,137,738 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,137,738 

66 

5,137,738 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,137,738 

Totals 

151,506,472 

(58,512,606) 

34,682,972 

93,859.856 

Assumptions: 

-  Historic  Tax  Credits  yield  estimated  at  approximately  11,5%  of  total  development  costs. 

-  Exploratorium  builds  out  Pier  17  in  Year  14  with  Rent  Credit  and  5-year  rent  adjustments  commencing  in  that  year. 

-  Total  development  costs  escalate  at  cost  inflation  rate  (3%  annually). 

-  Interest  rate  is  the  lesser  of  actual  cost  of  funds  or  5.5%,  to  be  negotiated  in  the  LDDA 
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PORTo^ 

SAN  FRANCISCO 


MEMORANDUM 

August  7,  2008 

TO:  MEMBERS,  PORT  COMMISSION 

Hon.  Kimberly  Brandon,  President 
Hon.  Rodney  Fong,  Vice  President 
Hon.  Michael  Hardeman 
Hon.  Ann  Lazarus 

tephanie  Shakofsky 


FROM:    /^/-iVJp'niqielVloV^r 

Executive  Director 

SUBJECT:      Informational  briefing  on  the  status  of  the  Pier  70  Master  Planning  Process 

DIRECTOR'S  RECOMMENDATION:  NO  ACTION  REQUIRED 

Summary 

In  2007,  the  Port  of  San  Francisco  commenced  a  public  planning  process  to  develop  a  Preferred 
Master  Plan  for  the  Pier  70  area.    The  Pier  70  area  is  a  65-acre  site  located  along  San 
Francisco's  Central  Waterfront  just  south  of  Mission  Bay,  bounded  by  Mariposa  Street  to  the 
north,  Illinois  Street  to  the  west,  22"  Street  to  the  south  and,  San  Francisco  Bay  to  the  east.  The 
goals  of  this  effort  are  to: 

•  Preserve  and  rehabilitate  Pier  70 's  extraordinary  historic  resources,  to  be  recognized  in  a 
National  Register  historic  district,  which  pay  tribute  to  San  Francisco's  ship  building  maritime 
industry 

•  Clean  up  environmental  contamination  of  Pier  70,  a  brownfleld  site,  to  enable  public  use  and 
enjoyment  of  this  publicly-owned  waterfront  area 

•  Create  major  new  shoreline  public  open  space 

•  Develop  a  vital  and  inviting  mix  of  uses  which  integrate  historic  rehabilitation  and  activate 
public  open  spaces,  and  which  generate  economic  revenues  critical  to  realize  the  public  benefit 
improvements  sought  for  Pier  70 

•  Manage  public  and  economic  development  improvements  in  a  manner  which  preserves  and 
supports  the  150-year  old  ship  repair  industry  which  continues  to  operate  at  Pier  70  today 

In  July  2008,  Port  staff  released  a  staff  report,  and  held  a  public  workshop  on  July  17,  2008  to 
present  a  proposal  for  public  review  and  comment  regarding  key  elements  for  inclusion  in  a 
Preferred  Master  Plan  for  Pier  70  ("Draft  Plan").  That  staff  report  is  contained  in  Attachment  1 

THIS  PRINT  COVERS  CALENDAR  ITEM  NO.  9B 

SAN  FRANCISCO  


to  this  memorandum.  This  memorandum  provides  a  summary  overview  of  the  Draft  Plan 
proposals,  public  comments  and  responses  that  have  been  received  to  date,  and  a  review  of  the 
next  steps  to  completing  a  Pier  70  Preferred  Master  Plan  and  developer  solicitation  process. 

Overview 

The  Port's  commitment  to  Pier  70  is  largely  driven  by  the  desire  to  rehabilitate  as  many  of  its 
maritime  historic  structures  as  possible.  It  is  a  race  against  the  clock  as  many  of  the  most 
precious  historic  resources  are  highly  deteriorated.  Together,  they  establish  a  unique  historic 
character  and  context  for  new  economic  development,  which  will  be  required  to  help  underwrite 
the  costs  of  historic  rehabilitation.  The  Port  seeks  to  foster  the  development  of  a  mix  of  uses, 
including  major  new  shoreline  open  space  that  affords  new  ways  for  the  public  to  enjoy  this 
special  area,  but  to  do  so  in  a  manner  that  is  compatible  with  the  continuation  of  ship  repair 
operations  now  and  over  the  long-term.  This  ambitious  agenda  for  Pier  70  will  be  costly  and 
thus  requires  a  plan  that  promotes  a  healthy  revenue-generating  economic  development  program, 
and  the  investment  of  a  significant  and  unprecedented  amount  of  public  fiinding  and  financing 
resources. 

The  July  staff  report  in  Attachment  A  presents  an  overview  of  the  elements  of  a  Preferred  Master 
Plan  for  Pier  70  ("Draft  Plan").  This  Draft  Plan  already  has  been  shaped  by,  and  responds  to 
numerous  and  diverse  comments  received  by  the  Port  in  several  public  workshops,  meetings  with 
Port  advisory  committees,  stakeholder  organizations,  government  agencies,  and  individual 
citizens.  The  big  ideas  and  concepts  reflected  in  this  Draft  Plan  mainly  arose  from  public 
discussions  from  two  major  public  workshops  held  in  July  and  November  2007.  The  Port  will 
actively  solicit  and  review  comments  fi"om  the  public,  before  fiarther  refinements  and  completion 
of  the  Preferred  Master  Plan.  Ultimately,  the  Pier  70  Preferred  Master  Plan  will  guide  the 
solicitation  of  private  development  proposals  and  investment. 

Elements  of  the  Draft  Preferred  Master  Plan 

The  Draft  Plan  incorporates  a  diverse  set  of  considerations  but  focuses  on  five  key  elements:  1) 
Historic  Preservation  Strategy;  2)  Land  Use  and  Urban  Form;  3)  Site  Circulation,  Transit  and 
Parking;  4)  Open  Space;  5)  Development  Feasibility.  Each  have  been  the  subject  of  a  high  level 
of  public  discussion  and  in-depth  professional  analysis,  and  were  the  heavy  influences  in  the 
production  of  the  Draft  Plan.  They  are  summarized  below: 

/.  Historic  Preservation  Strategy 

Pier  70's  historic  resources  are  precious  and  of  fiindamental  consideration  in  the  Port's  approach 
to  develop  the  Plan.  The  rehabilitation  and  adaptive  reuse  of  historic  resources  will  secure  a 
unique  identity  and  branding  for  new  uses  introduced  at  Pier  70,  providing  the  foundation  for  a 
more  authentic,  interesting  and  attractive  development  which  also  preserves  historic 
neighborhood  character  in  the  Central  Waterfront.  The  Port  has  followed  a  public  process  and 
approach  to  developing  the  Draft  Plan  which  recognizes  and  invites  an  amount  and  program  of 
private  economic  investment  and  return,  supplemented  by  significant  public  fiinding  and 
governmental  support  necessary  to  achieve  Pier  70 's  historic  preservation  goals  along  with  many 
other  public  benefit  objectives.  At  the  same  time,  there  also  is  a  critical  immediate  short-term 
goal  of  stabilizing  those  very-significant  resources  that  are  at  risk  of  being  lost  because  of 
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extensive  water  damage,  deterioration,  or  vulnerability  due  to  their  un-reinforced  masonry 
construction. 

New  in-fill  development  generally  has  been  sited  within  the  vacant  areas  of  the  site,  many  of 
which  were  previously  developed  rather  intensively  at  the  height  of  Pier  70 's  ship  building 
history.  The  Port  proposes  the  following  historic  criteria  to  be  included  in  the  Draft  Plan  to 
guide  the  weighing  and  balancing  of  preservation  goals  against  other  Master  Plan  goals: 

•  The  National  Register  eligibility/status  of  the  historic  district,  as  determined  by  the  Port 
in  consultation  with  SHPO  and  National  Park  Service,  must  be  maintained. 

•  The  continued  operation  and  associated  improvements  to  sustain  viable  ship  repair  and 
drydock  operations  should  receive  priority  consideration  over  physical  retention  and 
rehabilitation  of  historic  resources  within  the  drydock  lease  area. 

•  If  additional  historic  resources  are  to  be  impacted  in  order  to  reconcile  competing  Master 
Plan  goals  for  Pier  70,  the  Port  and  any  development  partners  will  focus  its  effort  on 
limiting  impact  to  the  most  significant  contributing  resources,  so  as  to  maintain  Pier  70's 
historic  integrity  and  to  avoid  a  cumulative  impact  on  the  Historic  District. 

2.  Land  Use  and  Urban  Form 

Pier  70's  unique  qualities  go  beyond  the  diverse  architectural  character  of  the  individual 
buildings.  The  relationship  of  buildings  and  spaces  to  the  Bay  and  the  pattern  of  slipways,  dry 
docks  and  piers  underline  the  maritime  significance  of  the  complex.  The  proposed  land  use 
program  and  site  plan  have  been  crafted  to  respect  the  historic  setting  and  character,  as  well  as  to 
promote  job  generation  and  economic  development  to  provide  public  open  spaces  and  amenities 
that  contribute  to  the  vitality  of  the  City  and  surrounding  neighborhoods.  The  following 
provides  general  parameters  for  the  preservation  of  existing  uses,  and  for  new  uses  within  the 
site: 

•  Preservation  and  enhancement  of  the  150-year  old  ship  repair  and  drydock  yard,  an 
essential  element  of  the  Plan. 

•  The  introduction  of  Research  and  Development  and  Commercial  uses  that  promote  job 
creation  and  economic  investment  are  likely  to  be  attractive  at  Pier  70. 

•  A  range  of  retail,  restaurant,  entertainment  and  cultural  uses  that  enhance  the  public 
nature  of  the  site  are  of  particular  interest  in  the  adaptive  reuse  of  the  core  historic 
buildings. 

•  Residential  development  is  being  analyzed  for  select  parcels  along  Illinois  Street  to 
determine  if  the  economics  and  diversity  of  the  land  use  portfolio  would  provide  a 
stimulus  for  development  and  activation  of  the  site  balanced  against  potential 
incompatibilities  with  ship  repair. 

•  Adaptive  reuse  and  new  development  will  require  carefiil  consideration  and  design 
improvements  that  uphold  the  public's  goals  and  expectations  for  Pier  70.  The 
preservation  and  adaptive  use  of  the  historic  buildings  on  the  site  and  their  improvement, 
rehabilitation  and  construction  of  new  facilities  are  to  be  guided  by  the  Secretary  of 
Interior  Standards.  Attachment  A  presents  urban  design  and  architectural  principles  for 
the  plan.  Moreover,  these  improvements  also  will  need  to  meet  new  environmental 
sustainability  standards,  which  also  are  outlined  in  Attachment  A. 

New  buildings  need  to  be  designed  based  upon  the  unique  qualities  that  characterize  this  historic 
district.  At  the  same  time,  they  also  need  to  be  true  to  this  time  and  place.  The  proposed  site 
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plan  contemplates  discrete  areas,  each  possessing  certain  characteristics  that  should  influence  the 
design  of  the  new  development: 

•  Buildings  along  Illinois  Street  will  have  a  neighborhood  character  creating  an  interface 
between  the  adjacent  neighborhoods  and  the  Pier  70  site,  hi  principle,  Buildings  101, 
102,  and  104  are  the  model 

•  Buildings  internal  to  the  site  will  create  a  foil  against  which  the  district's  contributing 
buildings  can  be  clearly  identified 

•  Buildings  at  the  water's  edge  shall  have  a  design  that  addresses  their  visibility  fi-om 
greater  distances  over  open  water.  They  have  a  greater  design  importance  as  "edge" 
buildings  and  should  incorporate  historic  water  edge  features  into  the  design 

3.  Circulation.  Transit  and  Parking 

Pier  70  is  envisioned  as  a  transit  infill  development  site  with  enhanced  pedestrian  amenities  that 
will  place  the  entire  site  within  a  comfortable  five  to  ten-minute  walk  of  existing  MUNI  bus, 
light  rail  and  CalTrain  commuter  rail  services.  At  the  same  time,  the  site  must  continue  to 
provide  efficient  truck  and  service  access  to  ensure  the  ongoing  viability  of  the  ship  repair 
functions,  as  well  as  vehicular  access  and  parking  for  the  program  of  commercial,  industrial, 
cultural,  retail  and  open  space  uses  that  are  projected  for  the  site.  The  staff  report  in  Attachment 
A  includes  a  parking  strategy  and  proposed  areas  for  parking  locations.  The  Plan  calls  for 
parking  to  be  limited  to  the  minimal  amount  necessary  to  support  the  intended  activities. 

4.  Open  Space 

The  restoration  of  Pier  70  provides  the  opportunity  to  create  a  diverse  network  of  public  open 
spaces  that:  connect  upland  areas  to  the  waterfront;  provide  recreational  amenities  for  adjacent 
neighborhoods  as  well  as  employees,  users  and  visitors  of  new  Pier  70  development;  create  a 
sense  of  identity  and  focus  for  new  development;  and  celebrate  and  reveal  the  rich  history  of  this 
unique  complex.  The  Plan  creates  more  than  20  acres  of  public  parks  and  public  spaces,  such  as: 

•  Dry  Dock  Park  -  This  7.8  acre  open  space,  located  at  the  northern  extremity  of  the 
complex. 

•  Slipway  Park  -  The  four  sloped  slipways  along  the  eastern  shoreline  of  the  site  provided 
the  stage  for  the  construction  and  launching  of  many  of  the  ships  built  at  Pier  70. 

•  Irish  Hill  Park  -  Irish  Hill,  at  the  southwestern  comer  of  the  site,  provides  a  clear 
remnant  of  the  site's  original  shoreline  and  topography, 

•  Central  Plaza  -  At  the  heart  of  Pier  70,  the  Plan  calls  for  the  creation  of  a  central  plaza  of 
about  0.4  acres. 

5.  Development  Feasibility 

The  revitalization  of  Pier  70  has  extraordinary  development  costs  and  would  be  dependent  on  an 
unprecedented  level  of  public  financing  and  investment.  The  analysis  of  costs,  financing  sources 
and  financial  feasibility  summarized  below  is  intended  to  inform  the  planning  process  and  the 
Port  Commission's  policy  options  for  Pier  70.  The  current  estimate  of  overall  capital  costs  is 
$635  million  (excluding  new  building  development).  In  order  to  save  deteriorating  historical 
assets,  it  will  be  necessary  to  secure  early  financial  resources  to  stabilize  and  preserve  key 
structures  for  later  restoration  and  adaptive  reuse.  To  date,  the  Port  and  City  have  been 
successfiil  in  identifying  several  public  fiinds  and  financing  tools,  which  could  be  employed  at 
Pier  70  including: 

•  Private  Capital  Investment 

•  Historic  Tax  Credits 

•  Grants  and  Bonds 

•  Infrastructure  Financing  District  (IFD)  Tax  Increment  (as  identified  in  the  FY  08/09 
Capital  Plan) 


•  IFD  Bonds  from  Seawall  Lot  337  (as  identified  in  the  FY  08/09  Capital  Plan) 

•  Mello-Roos  Community  Facilities  District  (CFD) 

These  financing  sources  have  the  potential  to  direct  over  $350  million  of  public  dollars  to  the 
Pier  70  Area.  The  Port  is  pursuing  additional  public  funding  sources  including  an  additional  25 
percent  of  IFD  tax  increment  if  AB  2367  is  approved,  and  a  proposed  Pier  70  Charter 
Amendment  (if  approved  by  San  Francisco  voters)  to  allow  the  Port  to  utilize  payroll  and  hotel 
tax  revenues  collected  from  businesses  within  Pier  70  for  investment  in  Pier  70  facilities. 

Utilizing  the  $350  million  of  public  financing,  the  development  program  has  a  risk  adjusted 
deficit.  This  indicates  that  expected  revenues  would  significantly  lag  behind  the  timing  of 
capital  expenditures  and  that  the  development  program  would  not  yield  enough  financial  return 
to  justify  the  significant  amount  of  capital  at  risk  needed  to  jumpstart  development.  If  additional 
funds  from  AB  2376  and  the  Pier  70  Charter  Amendment  were  to  become  available,  the 
development  program  should  be  feasible.  If  these  funds  are  not  available,  tests  of  early  sale  of 
Illinois  Street  sites  (for  the  proposed  office  use  or  alternately  hotel  or  residential  uses),  rental 
return  to  the  Port,  and  increased  density  indicate  that  these  strategies  could  tip  the  project  into  a 
positive  risk  related  return. 

Other  Plan  Considerations 

There  are  still  other  planning  issues  that  have  not  been  fiilly  incorporated  because  they  are  still 
undergoing  study,  which  are  discussed  fiirther  in  Attachment  A: 

•  Environmental  Investigation  and  Clean  Up  -The  Port  secured  $2.4  million  in  federal 
fimds  for  further  site  investigation  and  possibly  clean-up  assistance.  The  initial  results  of 
this  work  will  not  be  available  until  Spring  2009,  and  could  result  in  refinements  to  the 
Plan. 

•  Historic  Ship  Repair  and  Drydock  Site  Planning  -  B  AE  San  Francisco,  current  operator 
of  the  ship  repair  facilities,  is  conducting  its  own  site  operations  plan,  which  is  expected 
to  be  completed  in  December  2008.  This  may  include  changes  in  the  boundaries  of  the 
ship  repair  yard. 

•  Public  Trust  Planning  -  The  Port  and  State  Lands  Commission  have  defined  an  initial 
strategy  to  rationalize  trust  issues  in  Pier  70,  to  identify  areas  expected  to  remain  in  the 
trust,  and  those  which  may  be  freed  from  the  trust.  The  Port  will  continue  to  work  with 
State  Lands  as  the  master  plan  is  fiirther  defined. 

July  17,  2008  Public  Workshop:  What  We  Heard 

On  July  \1^^,  approximately  80  people  attended  the  third  Pier  70  Community  Workshop  at  which 
this  information  was  presented.  The  Port  received  comments  on  each  of  the  five  elements  of  the 
Preferred  Master  Plan  that  were  reviewed,  summarized  below: 

•  Historic  Preservation  Strategy:  The  revised  strategy  was  generally  accepted,  there  were 
questions  about  what  actions  are  being  taken  to  slow  down  the  deterioration  of  the 
buildings; 
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•  Land  Use  and  Urban  Form:  There  was  a  general  acceptance  of  the  density  being 
proposed  and  the  mix  and  type  of  uses;  there  were  some  concerns  about  the  new 
development  on  parcels  along  22"^  Street  and  building  height  and  form  adjacent  to 
Slipway  Park;  and  that  there  should  be  more  flexibility  on  the  type  and  location  of 
development; 

•  Circulation,  Transit  and  Parking:  There  were  questions  about  the  location  of  bicycle 
facilities  and  how  the  Shipyards  needs  for  parking  would  be  accommodated;  it  was 
acknowledged  that  the  revised  plan  better  recognizes  historic  circulation  routes; 

•  Open  Space:  There  was  some  concern  that  the  development  around  Slipway  Park  may 
deter  the  publics  perception  that  it  is  a  public  space; 

•  Financial  Feasibility:  There  were  questions  about  the  cost  estimates  used  in  the  analysis 
and  it  was  recognized  that  there  was  a  direct  correlation  between  development  density 
and  financial  feasibility. 

Next  Steps 

A  full  listing  of  next  steps  is  presented  in  Attachment  A.  In  summary,  the  Port  will  conduct 
additional  outreach  to  solicit  input  on  the  July  2008  Draft  Plan  proposal,  including  presentations 
to  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  and  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board, 
Central  Waterfront  Advisory  Group,  and  civic  and  community  organizations. 

The  Draft  Preferred  Master  Plan  will  be  refined  in  response  to  public  comments,  further  analysis 
and  decision  outcomes  regarding  AB2376  and  the  Pier  70  Charter  Amendment.  In  addition.  Port 
staff  will  be  evaluating  development  solicitation  options,  with  the  objective  of  initiating  a 
solicitation  process  by  the  Spring  of  2009.  Port  staff  will  continue  to  schedule  informational 
presentations  to  receive  Port  Commission  policy  direction  on  planning  and  implementation 
strategies  that  should  be  included  in  the  Pier  70  Preferred  Master  Plan. 


Submitted  by:  David  Beaupre,  Senior  Waterfront  Planner 
Mark  Paez,  Historic  Preservation  Planner 
Kathleen  Diohep,  Development  Project  Manager 
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r/je  Por/  of  San  Francisco  is  conducting  a  public  planning  process  to  produce  a  Preferred  Master  Plan  for 
Pier  70,  located  east  of  Illinois  Street  between  Mariposa  Street  and  22"  Street.  The  goals  of  the  Master 
Plan  are  to  identify  a  program  that  will  rehabilitate  and  adaptively  reuse  significant  historic  structures,  and 
integrate  new  development,  shoreline  open  space  and  public  amenities  with  the  existing  ship  repair 
operations.  The  Port  has  convened  a  series  of  public  meetings  and  hired  three  consultant  teams  to  assist  in 
this  effort.  This  staff  report  presents  key  elements  of  the  Draft  Preferred  Master  Plan  for  public  review  and 
comment,  which  represents  an  integrative  approach  to  respond  to  the  objectives  for  the  Pier  70  Master 
Plan  project.  The  information  in  this  planning  document  contains  analysis  intended  to  solicit  comment  and 
input  from  the  community,  which  ultimately  will  be  presented  to,  and  reviewed  by  the  Port  Commission.  The 
Port  Commission  has  the  ultimate  responsibility  to  direct  and  approve  the  policies  of  the  Pier  70  Preferred 
Master  Plan.  The  items  covered  in  this  report  will  be  the  focus  topic  of  the  Pier  70  Workshop  #3  on 
Thursday,  July  17,  2008. 

Information  on  the  Pier  70  Master  Plan  project  is  available  on  the  Port 's  website,  www. sfport.  com/Pier  70. 
Questions  and  inquiries  may  be  directed  to  David  Beaupre,  Project  Manager,  at  David.  Beaupre^d sfport.  com, 
(415)  274-0529. 


Introduction  &  Overview 

In  2007,  the  Port  of  San  Francisco  commenced  a  public  planning  process  to  develop  a  Preferred 
Master  Plan  for  the  Pier  70  area.    The  Pier  70  area  is  a  65  acre  site  located  along  San  Francisco's 
Central  Waterfront  just  south  of  Mission  Bay,  bounded  by  Mariposa  Street  to  the  north,  Illinois 
Street  to  the  west,  22"*^  Street  to  the  south  and,  to  the  east,  San  Francisco  Bay.    The  goals  of  this 
effort  are  to: 

•  Preserve  and  rehabilitate  Pier  70's  extraordinary  historic  resources,  to  be  recognized  in  a 
National  Register  historic  district,  which  pay  tribute  to  San  Francisco 's  ship  building  maritime 
industry 

•  Clean  up  environmental  contamination  of  Pier  70,  a  brownfield  site,  to  enable  public  use  and 
enjoyment  of  this  publicly-owned  waterfront  area 

•  Create  major  new  shoreline  public  open  space 

•  Develop  a  vital  and  inviting  mix  of  uses  which  integrate  historic  rehabilitation  and  activate 
public  open  spaces,  and  which  generate  economic  revenues  critical  to  realize  the  public  benefit 
improvements  sought  for  Pier  70 

•  Manage  public  and  economic  development  improvements  in  a  manner  which  preserves  and 
supports  the  150-year  old  ship  repair  and  drydock  industry  which  continues  to  operate  at  Pier  70 
today 

The  Port's  commitment  to  undertaking  this  project  is  largely  driven  by  the  desire  to  rehabilitate 
as  many  of  Pier  70's  maritime  historic  structures  as  possible.  It  is  a  race  against  the  clock, 
however,  as  many  of  the  most  precious  historic  resources  are  highly  deteriorated.  Together,  they 
establish  a  unique  historic  character  and  context  for  new  economic  development,  which  will  be 
required  to  help  underwrite  the  costs  of  historic  rehabilitation.    The  Port  seeks  to  foster  the 
development  of  a  mix  of  uses,  including  major  new  shoreline  open  space  that  affords  new  ways 
for  the  public  to  enjoy  this  special  area,  but  to  do  so  in  a  manner  that  is  compatible  with  the 
continuation  of  ship  repair  operations  now  and  over  the  long-term.  This  ambitious  agenda  for 
Pier  70  will  be  costly  and  thus  requires  a  plan  that  promotes  a  healthy  revenue-generating 
economic  development  program,  and  the  investment  of  a  significant  and  unprecedented  amount 
of  public  funding  and  financing  resources  for  Port  property. 

The  Port  has  retained  three  consultant  teams  to  assist  staff  in  analyzing  key  issues  that  are  central 
to  developing  the  Plan: 

•  Carey  &  Company  -  Historic  resource  and  preservation  analysis 

•  Economic  Planning  Systems  (EPS)  and  Roma  Design  Group  -  Economic,  master  planning 
and  urban  design  analysis 

•  Treadwell  and  Rollo  -  Environmental  site  investigation  and  analysis 

This  report  presents  for  public  review  and  comment  a  draft  proposal  of  elements  of  a  Preferred 
Master  Plan  for  Pier  70  ("Draft  Plan").  It  is  the  product  of  the  most  in-depth  planning  analyses 
that  have  been  conducted  for  this  area,  some  of  which  is  still  in  process.  The  most  significant  of 
these  pending  studies  will  provide  detailed  information  on  environmental  contamination  on  the 
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site,  and  estimated  costs  for  remediation.  For  now,  this  proposal  is  a  reflection  of  key  elements 
that  establish  the  foundation  for  the  Draft  Plan,  which  will  be  further  refined  as  the  rest  of  the 
studies  are  completed,  and  in  response  to  public  comment.  This  Draft  Plan  already  has  been 
shaped  by,  and  responds  to  numerous  and  diverse  comments  received  by  the  Port  in  several 
public  workshops,  meetings  with  Port  advisory  committees,  stakeholder  organizations, 
government  agencies,  and  individual  citizens. 

Ultimately,  the  Pier  70  Preferred  Master  Plan  will  guide  the  solicitation  of  private  development 
proposals  and  investment.  The  challenges  for  successful  rehabilitation  and  infill  development 
are  high  because  of  the  strong  agenda  for  public  improvements  at  Pier  70,  where  all 
improvements  must  be  uniquely  designed  and  sited  to  preserve  and  highlight  the  site's  historic 
character  and  extraordinary  collection  of  historic  structures.  Thus,  while  the  Port,  City,  State  and 
public  are  investing  much  time  and  resources  in  producing  the  Preferred  Master  Plan,  the  Plan 
must  also  allow  a  certain  degree  of  flexibility.  It  is  recognized  that  development  proposals  or 
approaches  may  involve  variations  to  the  Plan  that  may  be  equally  desirable  and  worthy  of 
consideration. 

The  Port  has  endeavored  to  conduct  a  community  planning  process  that  is  transparent  and 
employs  highly  respected  consultants  and  analyses.  Through  open  discourse,  the  Port  aims  to 
achieve  a  public  understanding  of  how  best  to  address  the  desires,  opportunities  and  challenges 
for  Pier  70,  to  build  strong  public  support  for  the  master  plan  and  its  implementation.  The  Draft 
Plan  presented  in  this  report  will  be  presented  in  a  major  public  workshop  on  July  17,  2008,  as 
well  as  to  numerous  public  organizations  thereafter.  The  Port  actively  solicits  review  and 
comments  from  the  public,  before  further  refinements  and  completion  of  the  Preferred  Master 
Plan.  The  completion  date  is  projected  for  Spring  2009,  by  which  time  the  report  regarding  Pier 
70  environmental  contamination  and  remediation  analysis  will  be  finished,  and  its  findings 
incorporated  in  the  Preferred  Master  Plan.  In  the  meantime,  the  Port  also  has  several  efforts 
underway  to  create  new  public  financing  tools  and  discussions  with  other  governmental  agencies 
to  facilitate  approval  and  implementation  of  concepts  promoted  for  Pier  70.  These  efforts  also 
are  addressed  in  this  report. 

Background 

The  Draft  Plan  for  Pier  70  is  the  result  of  the  collaborative  efforts  of  Port  staff,  its  consultants, 
the  Port's  Central  Waterfront  Advisory  Group,  stakeholders  in  the  preservation,  open  space, 
environmental  and  development  communities,  and  other  interested  citizens  and  organizations.    It 
provides  a  foundation  which  describes  how  the  Port's  historic  preservation,  open  space  and 
maritime  objectives  can  be  integrated  with  new  infill  development  in  the  context  of  a  site  plan, 
which  honors  Pier  70's  historic  character  and  gives  new  life  to  most  of  its  historic  resources. 
This  proposal  is  intended  to  also  define  how  economic  investment  and  development  can  be 
invited  to  Pier  70  in  a  manner  which  embraces  and  supports  continued  operation  of  the  working 
ship  repair  industry  at  Pier  70. 

The  Draft  Plan  proposal  presents  a  site  development  plan  as  presented  in  Figure  1,  with 
accompanying  Table  1.  The  site  plan  is  driven  by  proposed  programs  for  historic  preservation 
and  a  public  open  space  network.  Further,  this  proposal  addresses  the  mix  and  amount  of 
development  that  is  required  to  support  the  public  benefit  improvements,  remediation  and 
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infrastructure  requirements,  based  on  an  iterative  real  estate  economic  analysis.  In  total,  this 
Draft  Plan  calls  for  approximately  694,000  square  feet  of  historically  rehabilitated  buildings,  3.1 
million  square  feet  of  new  first  class  development  and  over  20  acres  of  new  open  space,  while 
incorporating  the  needs  to  continue  to  operate  the  ship  repair  business.  Finally,  this  report 
identifies  current  and  proposed  public  financing  sources  and  governmental  strategies  to  facilitate 
implementation  of  public  improvements  presented  in  this  proposal  for  Pier  70.  However,  before 
presenting  the  key  elements  of  the  Draft  Plan  proposal  which  starts  on  page  9,  it  is  worth 
summarizing  the  public  comments  and  inputs  that  factor  importantly  into  this  effort. 

How  Citizen  Input  is  Shaping  the  Plan 

The  Port  has  sponsored  public  workshops  and  held  over  20  public  meetings  with  community  and 
governmental  stakeholders  to  arrive  at  the  current  Draft  Plan.  The  big  ideas  and  concepts 
reflected  in  this  Draft  Plan  mainly  arose  from  public  discussions  from  two  major  public 
workshops  held  in  July  and  November  2007,  which  are  highlighted  below.  See  Appendix  A  for 
a  full  summary  of  these  workshops,  for  which  each  also  was  the  subject  of  Port  staff  reports 
available  online  at  www.sfport.com/Pier  70. 

The  July  2007  workshop  provided  a  comprehensive  orientation  which  has  served  to  educate  the 
public  about  site  conditions  and  planning  issues  to  be  addressed  at  Pier  70: 

•  A  description  of  the  site  setting  and  history,  and  overview  of  current  site  uses 

•  Historic  resource  surveys  and  analysis  (which  has  since  been  greatly  expanded  as  part  of 
the  Port's  master  planning  work) 

•  Regulatory  considerations  for  Pier  70  and  Port  lands 

•  The  Port's  Capital  Plan  and  specific  needs  targeted  for  Pier  70 

•  Current  and  recent  planning  efforts  in  neighboring  areas  which  influence  the  context  for 
Pier  70 

•  A  description  of  Pier  70  environmental  site  conditions  (which  has  since  been  expanded, 
and  is  undergoing  further  study) 

•  A  description  of  current  economic  and  market  conditions  ,  and  their  implications  for  the 
Pier  70  master  plan 

The  public  discussions  from  the  July  2007  workshop  and  subsequent  public  meetings  fostered 
comments,  reactions  and  suggestions  from  the  community  which  informed  the  production  of  a 
Pier  70  Development  Framework  Concept,  presented  at  a  second  major  public  workshop  in 
November  2007.    The  objective  of  the  Development  Framework  was  to  illustrate  an  attempt  to 
respond  to  Pier  70' s  historic  preservation  goals  in  a  context  that  also  responds  to  21^*  century 
needs,  to  clean  up  and  create  new  shoreline  public  open  space,  respect  ship  repair  industry  needs, 
and  recognize  the  essential  requirement  for  substantial  private  economic  investment  and 
development. 

The  November  workshop  was  formatted  to  allow  a  variety  of  means  for  the  community  to 
engage  in  the  planning  process,  including  small  group  discussions  to  identify  and  assess 
strengths  and  weaknesses  of  the  Development  Framework  Concept.  In  general,  there  were  six 
themes  of  comments  that  were  raised  at  the  workshop: 

I)  Historic  Preservation  -  There  was  a  general  belief  that  the  strategy  for  historic  preservation 
needed  to  be  better  defined; 
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2)  Open  Space  -  A  Pier  70  master  plan  needed  to  better  address  the  importance  of  Irish  Hill 
and  its  linkages  to  a  larger  open  space  network.  Public  open  spaces  need  to  be  integrally 
planned  with  commercial  or  cultural  activities  to  activate  and  attract  high  levels  of  public  use 
and  benefit; 

3)  Site  Access  -  Many  felt  that  the  parking  to  development  ratio  of  1.4  spaces  per  1000 
square  feet  of  development  was  too  high  and  that  the  site  should  rely  more  heavily  on  public 
transit  access  and  connectivity; 

4)  Land  Use  -  There  was  concern  that  the  site  was  being  over-programmed  with  bio-tech  or 
UCSF  Hospital  support  activities,  and  that  uses  that  activate  Pier  70  throughout  the  day  be 
increased,  including  more  cultural  or  entertainment  types  of  uses; 

5)  Density  and  Massing  -  There  was  a  call  for  more  guidance  to  ensure  that  new  infill 
development  is  designed  to  be  sensitive  to  the  historic  nature  and  setting  of  the  site,  as  well 
as  address  whether  increased  density  could  be  considered  if  necessary  to  meet  public  benefit 
objectives  of  the  plan;  and 

6)  Sustainability  -  There  was  a  request  to  better  articulate  the  sustainability  guidelines  and 
principles  for  the  Development  Framework  Concept. 

The  November  workshop  discussions  directly  informed  the  Draft  Plan  presented  in  this  report. 
In  addition  to  producing  this  Draft  Plan,  the  Port  also  has  been  working  on  a  number  of 
initiatives  to  assist  in  the  ultimate  implementation  of  public  improvements  in  Pier  70,  thus 
increasing  the  attractiveness  of  private  economic  investment  in  this  site.  Many  of  these  efforts 
relied  on  help  and  support  from  San  Franciscans,  as  well  as  assistance  and  support  from  other 
City  agencies  and  interested  stakeholders.  The  financial  assistance  created  through  these 
achievements  was  factored  into  the  financial  analysis  that  was  conducted  for  the  Draft  Plan: 

•  2008  Proposition  A  Clean  and  Safe  Parks  Bond  -  With  the  help  and  support  of  many  Port 
stakeholders,  voters  overwhelmingly  supported  Proposition  A,  which  represents  the  first 
time  San  Franciscans  approved  the  expenditure  of  General  Obligation  Bond  revenues  to 
be  appropriated  to  waterfront  parks.  The  Port  will  receive  $33.5  million,  of  which  a 
significant  amount  is  expected  to  go  towards  open  space  improvements  within  Pier  70. 

•  Port  10- Year  Capital  Plan  -  In  2008  the  Port  Commission  approved  an  updated  10- Year 
Capital  Plan,  which  dedicates  $45million  in  revenues  to  be  generated  from  future 
development  of  nearby  Seawall  Lot  337,  and  from  Infrastructure  Finance  Districts  (IFD) 
to  be  established  in  the  future,  following  on  a  newly  approved  law  which  enables  San 
Francisco  to  create  them  to  support  certain  types  of  waterfront  public  improvements. 

•  The  introduction  of  a  proposed  City  Charter  Amendment  anticipated  to  go  on  the 
November  2008  ballot  that  will  allow  the  Port  to  capture  projected  hotel  and  payroll  tax 
generated  from  Pier  70  to  be  reinvested  into  Pier  70  and  to  streamline  the  entitlement 
process  to  decrease  private  investment  risk. 
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•     The  introduction  of  State  Legislation  AB  2376  that  would  allow  the  Port  to  capture  the 
States  share  of  the  tax  increment  that  could  be  captured  through  the  Port's  Infrastructure 
Financing  District  powers. 

Other  Plan  Considerations 

The  key  elements  that  have  been  considered  in  producing  the  Draft  Plan  are  historic 
preservation,  public  open  space  needs  and  opportunities,  land  use,  urban  design  and 
transportation  site  planning,  and  real  estate  economic  analysis.  While  this  may  reflect  a  fairly 
diverse  range  of  factors,  there  are  other  planning  issues  that  have  not  been  fully  incorporated 
because  they  are  still  undergoing  study.  These  planning  issues  are  described  below: 

Environmental  Investisation  and  Clean  Up  -  The  Draft  Plan  incorporates  an  initial  level  of 
information  regarding  characterization  and  anticipated  clean  up  requirements,  based  on  previous 
environmental  investigation  studies  for  Pier  70.  Recognizing  Pier  70's  long  history  of  maritime 
and  heavy  industrial  use,  the  potential  cost  or  type  of  environmental  remediation  could  present 
significant  requirements  for  development  of  the  site,  and  dictated  the  Port's  efforts  to  seek  and 
apply  for  grants  to  fund  further  environmental  study.  The  Port  was  extremely  fortunate  to  be 
secure  $2.4  million  in  funds  from  the  Federal  Department  of  Defense  to  support  further  site 
investigation  and  possibly  clean-up  assistance.  However,  the  initial  results  of  the  work 
performed  will  not  be  available  until  Spring  2009.  As  a  result,  the  Pier  70  Draft  Plan  is  subject 
to  refinement  according  to  the  findings  of  that  effort. 

BAE  San  Francisco  Drydock  Site  Planning  -  The  Draft  Plan  identifies  the  portion  of  the  Pier 
70  area  under  current  lease  to  BAE  Systems,  the  Port's  ship  repair  and  drydock  operator.  BAE 
currently  is  conducting  its  own  site  operations  plan,  which  may  identify  potential  changes  in  the 
boundaries  of  the  ship  repair  yard.  BAE's  study  is  expected  to  be  completed  in  December  2008. 
The  Pier  70  Draft  Plan  is  subject  to  refinement  based  on  the  outcome  of  that  planning  effort. 

Public  Trust  Planning  -  The  Port  has  briefed  and  been  in  regular  contact  with  staff  of  the 
California  State  Lands  Commission  to  keep  them  apprised  of  the  Pier  70  master  planning  effort. 
As  has  been  addressed  in  previous  public  meetings  and  workshops,  the  trust  use  history  within 
the  Pier  70  area  is  extremely  complex,  which  complicates  efforts  to  develop  an  overall  land  use 
program  that  can  be  found  to  comply  with  the  public  trust  requirements  on  Port  property.  Early 
on,  the  two  agencies  analyzed  the  trust  history  and  uses  of  the  Pier  70  area  and  defined  an  initial 
strategy  to  rationalize  the  identification  of  areas  which  are  expected  to  remain  in  the  trust  and 
those  which  may  be  freed  from  the  trust.  That  trust  strategy  was  presented  in  July  2007  and 
remains  an  underlying  assumption  in  this  Draft  Plan.  The  Port  will  continue  to  work  with  State 
Lands  as  the  master  plan  is  further  defined  to  determine  whether  the  trust  strategy  needs  to  be 
further  refined. 
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Elements  of  the  Draft  Preferred  Master  Plan 

The  Draft  Plan  incorporates  a  diverse  set  of  considerations,  including  those  described  above. 
However,  there  are  five  key  elements  which  have  been  the  subject  of  a  high  level  of  public 
discussion  and  in-depth  professional  analysis  which  were  the  heavy  influences  in  the  production 
of  the  Draft  Plan.  They  are  listed  below,  and  define  the  organization  of  the  following  report 
analysis: 

1)  Historic  Preservation  Strategy 

2)  Land  Use  and  Urban  Form 

3)  Site  Circulation,  Transit  and  Parking 

4)  Open  Space 

5)  Development  Feasibility. 

Historic  Preservation  Strategy 

Pier  70's  historic  resources  are  precious  and  of  fundamental  consideration  in  the  Port's  approach 
to  develop  the  Plan.  For  this  reason,  Carey  and  Company  has  been  hired  to  conduct  an  in-depth 
analysis  of  all  the  historic  resources  and  assist  the  Port  in  preparing  a  National  Register  historic 
district  nomination  for  Pier  70.  Carey  and  Company  was  also  tasked  with  working  with  the 
economic/planning  team  led  by  EPS  and  ROMA  to  ensure  that  a  National  Register  historic 
district  is  reflected  and  integrated  in  any  master  plan  for  Pier  70.  This  is  a  complex  challenge, 
because  the  Port  not  only  is  looking  to  Carey  and  Company  to  document  the  history  of  Pier  70 
and  its  array  of  historic  resources,  it  is  focused  on  producing  a  master  plan  that  fosters  the  actual 
rehabilitation  of  resources  as  well  as  providing  guidance  for  a  substantial  amount  of  new, 
compatible  in-fill  development. 

Preservation  offers  many  advantages  and  benefits  to  economic  development.  The  rehabilitation 
and  adaptive  reuse  of  historic  resources  will  secure  a  unique  identity  and  branding  for  new  uses 
introduced  at  Pier  70,  providing  the  foundation  for  a  more  authentic,  interesting  and  attractive 
development  which  also  preserves  historic  neighborhood  character  in  the  Central  Waterfront. 
Furthermore,  the  creation  of  a  National  Register  historic  district  and  compliance  with  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  Standards  for  the  Treatment  of  Historic  Properties  (Standards)  opens  up  other 
direct  and  indirect  benefits  to  the  project: 

•  Federal  Historic  Rehabilitation  Tax  Credits  and  other  preservation-based  financial 
programs  which  can  significantly  reduce  preservation  costs 

•  Greater  flexibility  under  local,  state  and  federal  regulations  such  as  zoning,  height  and 
bulk  standards,  public  trust  consistency  findings,  building  code  requirements,  and 
streamlined  CEQA  review 

•  Greater  public  and  community  support  of  the  project 

Even  with  these  benefits,  the  high  preservation  objectives  of  the  Plan  do  impose  major  financial 
requirements  on  any  public-private  development  proposals  which  will  be  necessary  to  save  and 
adaptively  reuse  historic  resources.  Thus,  the  Port  has  followed  a  public  process  and  approach  to 
developing  the  Draft  Plan  which  recognizes  and  invites  an  amount  and  program  of  private 
economic  investment  and  return,  supplemented  by  significant  public  funding  and  governmental 


support  necessary  to  achieve  Pier  70's  historic  preservation  goals  along  with  many  other  public 
benefit  objectives. 

Carey  and  Company  have  completed  its  research  and  analysis  of  Pier  70  and  its  inventory  of 
historic  resources.'  The  report  findings  reveal  the  national  significance  of  the  site  for  its 
association  with  the  evolution  of  steel  ship  building  in  the  U.S.  and  as  a  physical  record  of  the 
technological  and  architectural  response  to  that  industry's  changing  needs.  Since  its  early 
industrial  improvements  in  late  1880's,  Pier  70's  shipbuilding  and  drydock  facilities  have 
evolved  and  transitioned  through  several  industrial  changes  that  have  centered  around  ship 
building  and  repair,  up  through  World  War  II.  Carey  and  Company's  research  includes  all 
historic  resources,  including  those  which  lay  within  the  leasehold  of  BAE  Systems,  the  ship 
repair  drydock  operator. 

Pier  70  is  eligible  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  under  Criteria  A  and  C.  It  is 
significant  under  Criterion  A  in  the  area  of  Industry  at  the  national  level,  from  1883  -  1945.  The 
Industry  area  includes  the  "technology  and  process  of  managing  materials,  labor  and  equipment 
to  produce  goods  and  services."  For  Pier  70,  this  constitutes  technological  developments  in 
shipbuilding,  labor  relations,  government  and  private  industry  relationships,  and  the  production 
of  wartime  vessels.  Pier  70  is  also  eligible  under  Criterion  C  in  the  area  of  Architecture  for  the 
same  period  of  1883  to  1945  at  the  national  level.  Pier  70  embodies  trends  in  industrial 
architecture  from  the  late  nineteenth  century  through  WWII. 

A  critical  immediate  short-term  goal  is  the  stabilization  of  the  highly  deteriorated  very- 
significant  resources  that  are  at  risk  of  being  lost  because  of  extensive  water  damage  and  in  some 
cases  seismic  vulnerability  due  to  their  un-reinforced  masonry  construction. 

To  assist  the  Port's  understanding  of  the  relative  significance  and  importance  of  the  site 
resources,  Carey  and  Company  ranked  each  resource  into  the  preservation  categories  listed 
below.  This  categorization  assisted  and  informed  the  development  of  the  Draft  Plan  for  Pier  70. 
These  categories  go  beyond  the  standard  historic  preservation  distinctions  of  Individually 
Eligible  of  the  National  Register  Buildings,  buildings  that,  while  not  individually  eligible,  when 
viewed  together  contribute  to  a  historic  district  and  must  be  considered  in  the  context  of  the 
district.  To  help  determine  the  Master  Plan,  Carey  separated  the  contributing  buildings  into  two 
categories:  Significant  and  Contributing.  These  distinctions  greatly  helped  guide  the  historic 
preservation  strategy. 

•     Very  Significant  Resources  are  the  most  significant  historically  and/or  architecturally. 
In  general,  this  highest  priority  has  been  assigned  to  the  historic  resources  fronting  on 
20'  Street,  which  is  the  heart  of  Pier  70.  These  are  generally  the  oldest  buildings  or  those 
that  are  the  work  of  master  architects/engineers.  These  structures  could  be  individually 
eligible  for  National  Register  listing.    The  Draft  Plan  calls  for  all  Very  Significant 
Resources  to  be  rehabilitated. 

■     Significant  Resources  are  those  that  are  historically  or  architecturally  significant 
individually,  but  may  not  be  individually  eligible  to  the  National  Register.  Significant 


This  research  is  undergoing  peer  review  by  historians  at  the  California  State  Office  of  Historic  Preservation 
(SHPO)  and  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  preservation  staff  The  research  report  will  be  released  in  draft 
form  for  public  review  after  completion  of  these  agency  reviews. 
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Resources  together  with  the  Very  Significant  Resources  are  essential  to  maintaining  the 
National  Register  eligibility  status  of  Pier  70. 

Significant  Resources  represent  the  significant  structures  for  the  World  War  efforts.  The 
Draft  Plan  would  rehabilitate  these  resources,  unless  there  are  extraordinary  master  plan 
justifications  that  require  their  modification  or  removal. 

■  Contributing  Resources  date  from  the  period  of  significance,  and  are  important 
cumulatively  to  the  historic  district.  The  loss  of  several  Contributing  Resources  could 
collectively  undermine  the  historic  setting  and  integrity,  and  thus  the  National  Register 
eligibility  of  the  District. 

These  resources  are  located  throughout  the  site  and  generally  represent  the  structures 
which  supported  World  War  efforts.  The  Draft  Plan  would  impact  some  of  these 
resources  to  achieve  the  goals  of  the  Plan,  but  never  to  a  point  where  a  loss  would 
undermine  the  integrity  of  the  district. 

■  Non-Contributing  Resources  are  not  essential  to  the  eligibility  of  the  Historic  District 
because  they  post-date  the  period  of  significance  or  have  lost  their  integrity. 

These  primarily  include  waterside  features,  piers,  slips  and  wharves  that  are  highly 
deteriorated,  altered  or  have  been  rebuilt  and  lack  integrity  to  qualify  as  historic  resources 
but  contribute  to  the  urban  form  and  overall  setting  of  the  site.  The  Draft  Plan  includes 
proposals  to  replace  some  Non-Contributing  Resources  with  new  development  which 
have  been  sited  to  continue  to  reflect  Pier  70' s  historic  physical  urban  form  and  support 
the  integrity  of  the  Historic  District. 

As  described  above,  the  Draft  Plan  allows  significant  new  in-fill  development,  which  generally 
has  been  sited  within  the  site's  vacant  areas,  many  of  which  were  previously  developed  rather 
intensively  at  the  height  of  Pier  70's  ship  building  history.  An  extraordinary  amount  of  time  and 
care  has  been  spent  to  define  infill  development  sites  that  fit  with  the  historic  district  character 
and  setting  of  the  site.  Further,  the  thinking  behind  the  overall  development  program  is  to  also 
coordinate  implementation  which  focuses  on  rehabilitation  of  the  most  significant  and  fragile 
resources  first,  and  accepting  that  rehabilitation  of  less  significant  resources  may  occur  over  a 
longer  period  of  time. 

While  the  Draft  Plan  is  intended  to  present  a  program  that  balances  and  optimizes  the 
achievement  of  Pier  70's  Master  Plan  goals,  the  Port  and  community  have  acknowledged  that  it 
is  quite  likely  that  changing  market  conditions  and  other  factors  may  yield  variations  or  changes. 
In  addition  to  the  preservation  categories  and  standards  described  above,  the  Port  proposes  the 
following  historic  criteria  to  be  included  in  the  Draft  Plan  to  guide  the  weighing  and  balancing  of 
preservation  goals  against  other  Master  Plan  goals: 

•  The  National  Register  eligibility/status  of  the  historic  district,  as  determined  by  the  Port 
in  consultation  with  SHPO  and  National  Park  Service,  must  be  maintained. 

•  The  continued  operation  and  associated  improvements  to  sustain  viable  ship  repair  and 
drydock  operations,  a  recognized  historic  preservation  goal,  if  necessary  to  meet 
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contemporary  operational  needs,  should  receive  priority  consideration  over  physical 
retention  and  rehabilitation  of  historic  resources  within  the  drydock  lease  area. 

•     If  additional  historic  resources  are  to  be  impacted  in  order  to  reconcile  competing  Master 
Plan  goals  for  Pier  70,  the  Port  and  any  development  partners  will  focus  its  effort  on 
limiting  impact  to  the  least  significant  contributing  resources,  so  as  to  maintain  Pier  70's 
historic  integrity  and  to  avoid  a  cumulative  impact  on  the  Historic  District. 

Land  Use  and  Urban  Form 

Pier  70's  unique  qualities  go  beyond  the  diverse  architectural  character  of  the  individual 
buildings.  The  pattern  of  open  spaces  and  circulation  ways  and  the  relationship  of  buildings  to 
one  another  resulted  in  a  remarkable  composition  of  spatial  complexity  and  intimacy,  which 
conveys  the  shipbuilding  processes  and  the  site's  historic  meaning.  The  relationship  of  buildings 
and  spaces  to  the  Bay  and  the  pattern  of  slipways,  dry  docks  and  piers  underline  the  maritime 
significance  of  the  complex.  The  pattern  of  rail  lines  and  spurs  convey  the  interconnectedness  of 
the  buildings  and  the  network  and  flow  of  the  industrial  shipbuilding  activities.  The  scale  and 
intimacy  of  the  spaces  between  the  buildings,  combined  with  the  diverse  and  functional 
architecture,  has  created  a  rich  and  inter-connected  system  of  courtyards,  streets,  passages,  as 
well  as  defined  water  spaces  and  broad  vistas  out  to  the  Bay. 

The  proposed  land  use  program  and  site  plan,  as  illustrated  in  Figures  1  &  2,  have  been  crafted 
to  respect  the  historic  setting  and  character,  as  well  as  to  promote  job  generation  and  economic 
development  to  provide  public  open  spaces  and  amenities  that  contribute  to  the  vitality  of  the 
City  and  surrounding  neighborhoods.  The  following  provides  general  parameters  for  the 
preservation  of  existing  uses,  and  for  new  uses  within  the  site: 


• 


Preservation  and  enhancement  of  the  150-year  old  ship  repair  and  drydock  yard,  an 
essential  element  of  the  Plan.  Beyond  its  historic  significance  as  the  industry  that  shaped 
the  form  of  Pier  70,  ship  repair  is  a  core  public  trust  use,  part  of  the  Port's  maritime 
mission  and  which  also  provides  high-paying  industrial  jobs. 

Research  and  Development  and  Commercial  uses  that  promote  job  creation  and 
economic  investment  are  likely  to  be  attractive  at  Pier  70.  The  spin-off  effects  from 
Mission  Bay  and  its  new  UCSF  campus  are  expected  to  create  demand  for  a  range  of  bio- 
tech,  medical  and  large  floor-plate  back  office  uses,  as  well  as  research  and  development 
and  light  manufacturing  activities. 

A  range  of  retail,  restaurant,  entertainment  and  cultural  uses  that  enhance  the  public 
nature  of  the  site  are  of  particular  interest  in  the  adaptive  reuse  of  the  core  historic 
buildings,  which  are  focused  on  20*  Street  and  the  Machine  Shop  Buildings  and  its 
adjoining  warehouses  and  foundries. 

Pier  70  is  not  intended  as  a  residential  district,  because  of  potential  incompatibilities  with 
the  site's  ship  repair  and  drydock  operations,  and  the  tenets  of  the  public  trust  doctrine 
which  govern  the  tidelands  portion  of  the  property.  However,  residential  development  is 
being  analyzed  for  select  parcels  along  Illinois  Street  to  determine  if  the  economics  and 
diversity  of  the  land  use  portfolio  would  provide  a  stimulus  for  development  and 
activation  of  the  site  and  therefore  may  merit  consideration. 


Based  upon  these  general  use  provisions,  the  Port  expanded  the  scope  of  work  by  Carey  and 
Company  to  develop  more  detailed,  use-specific  cost  estimates  for  the  rehabilitation  of  the 
historic  buildings  that  would  be  preserved  under  this  draft  Plan.  These  refined  cost  estimates  are 
the  basis  for  the  financial  feasibility  analysis  described  later  in  this  document. 

Building  Form  and  Intensity 

The  Plan  calls  for  new  development  to  respect  the  scale  and  form  of  the  historic  complex  and  to 
create  an  appropriate  context  for  the  historic  buildings  that  will  remain.  At  the  same  time,  the 
Plan  recognizes  the  need  for  new  uses  to  meet  modern  day  functional  and  operational 
requirements.  Uncertainty  regarding  the  precise  mix  and  type  of  uses  also  demands  a  level  of 
flexibility,  to  take  advantage  of  unforeseen  opportunities  that  may  arise. 

To  these  ends,  the  Plan  sets  forth  programmatic  parameters  for  development  through  a  form- 
based  approach  that  establishes  a  specific  three-dimensional  pattern  of  building  envelopes,  open 
spaces  and  circulation  ways.  This  approach  is  intended  to  compliment  the  preservation  strategy 
outlined  previously,  by  extending  the  pattern  of  development  that  has  occurred  on  the  site  and 
ensuring  that  new  buildings  respect  the  scale  and  character  of  the  historic  building  fabric. 

The  building  envelopes  are  intended  to  provide  maximum  flexibility.  Larger  floor-plate  users 
can  be  easily  accommodated  on  many  of  the  sites,  and  multiple  buildings  could  be  constructed 
within  the  prescribed  envelopes  in  the  Plan.  For  instance,  the  floor  to  floor  dimension  of  ground 
level  retail,  entertainment  and  restaurant  space  could  range  from  16  to  18  feet  in  height;  research 
and  development  and  laboratory  buildings  typically  have  floor  heights  of  15  feet;  office  floors 
could  range  in  height  from  12.5  to  13.5  feet;  while  parking  typically  has  floor  to  floor  heights  of 
10  feet.  As  such,  it  is  anticipated  that  these  building  envelopes  will  be  able  to  accommodate  the 
full  range  of  uses  described  above. 

As  shown  in  Table  1,  Summary  Development  Program,  the  maximum  capacity  of  the  site  is 
estimated  at  approximately  3.8  million  gross  square  feet,  assuming  full  build-out  of  the 
prescribed  envelopes  and  reuse  of  the  historic  buildings.  This  represents  a  net  (excluding  streets 
and  major  open  spaces)  Floor  Area  Ratio  (FAR)  of  approximately  3.2  and  includes 
approximately  690,000  square  feet  of  adaptively  reused  historic  buildings,  and  3.1  million  square 
feet  of  new  construction.    It  is  estimated  that  approximately  one-fourth  of  this  floor  area 
(990,000  square  feet)  would  be  required  for  parking,  assuming  a  ratio  of  1  space  per  1 000  gross 
square  feet,  and  self  parking  at  350  square  feet  per  space. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  above  development  program  underwent  several  rounds  of 
development  feasibility  analysis  to  arrive  at  a  balance  where  earlier  development  program 
assumptions  were  adjusted  downward  as  a  direct  response  to  the  Port's  commitment  to 
protecting  the  integrity  of  the  Historic  District,  and  still  yield  a  financially  viable  strategy. 
However,  as  is  discussed  further  under  the  Development  Feasibility  section  below,  the  financial 
feasibility  analysis  is  predicated  on  inifial  environmental  clean  up  cost  assumptions  which  are 
subject  to  revision,  an  extraordinary  amount  of  public  investment,  and  very  low  ground  lease 
revenue  assumptions  for  the  Port.  Thus  the  balance  is  delicate.  To  the  extent  further  analysis 
reveals  higher  site  development  costs,  or  community  responses  to  the  Draft  Plan  result  in  a  call 
for  more  public  benefits,  this  balance  will  need  to  be  re-examined.  If  there  was  a  desire  to 
evaluate  options  for  increased  development  density.  Blocks  8  &  9  as  identified  in  the  Draft  Plan 
Figure  1  would  be  the  most  appropriate  locations. 
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Figure  2,-  Cultural,  Retail,  Restaurant  and  Entertainment  Program 
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Infill  Development  Character  and  Quality 

Adaptive  reuse  and  new  development  will  require  careful  consideration  and  design  to 
improvements  that  uphold  the  public's  goals  and  expectations  for  Pier  70.  This  section  defines 
criteria  for  infill  development  to  provide  direction  for  the  distinctive  materials,  features,  finishes, 
construction  techniques,  spaces  and  spatial  relationships  of  buildings  to  be  retained  as  well  as  for 
new  buildings  which  will  best  achieve  the  urban  form  and  architectural  character  sought  for  Pier 
70.  The  preservation  and  adaptive  use  of  the  historic  buildings  on  the  site  and  their 
improvement,  rehabilitation  and  construction  of  new  facilities  are  to  be  guided  by  the  Secretary 
of  Interior  Standards.  Of  particular  concern  are: 

•  A  balanced  approach  across  the  entire  site  for  the  preservation  of  the  unique  spatial 
qualities  of  the  grand  interior  industrial  spaces  that  reflect  the  scale  of  the  ship  building 
industry. 

•  The  simplicity  of  the  overall  exterior  form  and  the  character  of  the  buildings  as  derived 
from  unique  features,  such  as  the  sloped  roof  with  a  repetitive  pattern  of  clerestories  and 
skylights. 

•  The  massive  steel  frames  and  long  span  trusses  that  supported  not  only  the  buildings  but 
the  heavy  equipment  used  within  them  and  are  an  important  visible  record  of  the  kind  of 
construction  that  characterized  early  industrial  construction 

•  The  materials  that  characterized  the  exterior  of  these  buildings,  such  as  the  corrugated 
metal  siding,  brick  and  concrete  construction  that  supported  and/or  just  enclosed  the 
structures  and  the  large  steel  sash  windows  that  brought  in  natural  light  to  the  industrial 
operations  within. 

New  buildings  need  to  be  designed  based  upon  the  unique  qualities  that  characterize  this  historic 
district.  At  the  same  time,  they  also  need  to  be  true  to  this  time  and  place.  As  with  the  historic 
buildings  in  the  past,  the  new  buildings  need  to  reflect  modern  construction  methods,  materials 
and  techniques  and  the  functional  requirements  of  the  uses  they  will  serve.  A  false  sense  of 
historicism  which  obfuscates  the  difference  between  old  and  new  must  be  avoided. 

With  these  principles  in  mind,  the  proposed  site  plan  contemplates  four  discrete  areas,  each 
possessing  certain  characteristics  that  should  influence  the  design  of  the  new  development: 

•  Buildings  along  Illinois  Street  will  have  a  neighborhood  character  creating  an  interface 
between  the  adjacent  neighborhoods  and  the  Pier  70  site.  In  principle.  Buildings  101, 
102,  and  104  are  the  model 

•  Buildings  internal  to  the  site  will  create  a  foil  against  which  the  district's  contributing 
buildings  can  be  clearly  identified 

•  Buildings  at  the  water's  edge  shall  have  a  design  that  addresses  their  visibility  from 
greater  distances  over  open  water.  They  have  a  greater  design  importance  as  "edge" 
buildings 

•  Buildings  placed  over  significant  buried  site  features,  such  as  slips,  shall  in  some  fashion 
reflect  these  linear  resources 


-  16 


l>ike  those  that  preceded  them,  new  buildings  need  to  reflect  the  unique  characteristics  of  this 
bayfront  site  and  be  designed  and  orientated  to  recognize  the  relationship  between  the  historic 
facilities  and  the  waters  edge.  The  infill  development  guidelines  below  will  be  used  in  the 
design  of  new  buildings.  New  buildings  shall: 

•  Reflect  their  time,  place,  context  and  purpose 

•  Be  differentiated  from  the  old,  false  historicism  is  to  be  avoided 

•  Incorporate  materials,  features,  size,  scale,  proportion  and  massing  to  compatibly  relate 
with  surrounding  historic  buildings 

•  Incorporate  materials,  processes  and  installations  that  result  in  new  construction  and 
historic  rehabilitation  to  meet  high  standards  for  sustainability  and  green  building 


Sustainability 

As  stated  previously,  one  of  the  underlining  goals  of  the  successful  development  of  Pier  70  will 
be  for  the  project  to  be  environmentally  sustainable.  These  principles  should  apply  to  site 
planning  and  infrastructure,  environmental  remediation,  historic  building  reuse  and  new  building 
development.  The  approach  to  planning  and  design  begins  with  preservation  and  adaptive  reuse 
of  many  of  Pier  70's  significant  historic  resources,  thereby  avoiding  much  new  construction  and 
the  need  for  new  building  materials.  The  Pier  70  area  will  continually  be  evaluated  to  conform 
to  the  Port's  Green  Building  requirements  which  will  largely  be  carried  out  by  the  Leadership  in 
Energy  and  Environmental  Design  (LEED)  standards. 

These  principles  will  apply  to  site  planning  and  infrastructure,  environmental  remediation, 
historic  building  reuse  and  new  building  development.  The  sustainable  planning  should  include, 
but  not  be  limited  to  energy  efficiency,  water  quality  and  conservation  of  natural  resources  and 
include,  but  not  be  limited  to  the  following  principles: 

•  Site  planning  and  structure  orientation  to  take  advantage  of  solar  and  wind  energy 
production  and  heating  and  cooling  efficiencies 

•  Storm  Water  Management  through  the  use  of  Low  Impact  Design  (LID),  green 
roofs  on  new  buildings,  landscape  treatment  within  open  spaces,  permeable 
paving  and  cisterns,  where  appropriate,  rain  gardens  and  water  features 

•  Alternative  Power  -  solar  and  wind 

•  Use  of  local  sustainable  materials 

•  Use  of  recycled  materials 

•  Design  and  uses  that  promote  the  use  of  public  transit,  walking  or  bicycling 

The  Pier  70  area  could  become  a  model  of  development  in  its  approach  to  stormwater 
management,  ability  to  generate  power  on  site,  reuse  of  existing  materials,  and  energy  efficiency 
within  structures. 

Circulation,  Transit  and  Parking 

Figures,  Transit  Access  and  Figure  4,  Vehicular  Circulation  and  Parking  illustrate  that  Pier 
70  is  envisioned  as  a  transit  infill  development  site  with  enhanced  pedestrian  amenities  that  will 
place  the  entire  site  within  a  comfortable  five  to  ten-minute  walk  of  existing  MUNI  bus,  light  rail 
and  CalTrain  commuter  rail  services.  At  the  same  time,  the  site  must  continue  to  provide 
efficient  truck  and  service  access  to  ensure  the  ongoing  viability  of  the  ship  repair  functions,  as 
well  as  vehicular  access  and  parking  for  the  program  of  commercial,  industrial,  cultural,  retail 
and  open  space  uses  that  are  projected  for  the  site.  The  Circulation  Plan  calls  for  the  following: 
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•  New  development  which  establishes  and  expands  use  of  public  transit  network  through 
the  construction  of  a  ferry  landing  at  Pier  70,  integrated  with  Muni,  shuttle  bus,  bike 
and/or  other  alternative  modes  that  enhance  ease  of  access  to  Mission  Bay,  CalTrain  and 
BART 

•  Provide  passenger  stop  as  part  of  the  construction  of  the  Muni  Metro  turnaround  loop, 
along  Illinois  Street,  between  18""  and  19*^  Streets 

•  Extend  19"^  Street  to  provide  access  to  the  BAE  shipyard 

•  Extend  the  existing  city  grid  eastward  into  the  site  to  provide  an  accessible  framework  of 
public  Streets.  The  east-west  streets,  including  1 8  ,19  ,20    and  22    Streets  promote 
connections  to  the  existing  Dogpatch  neighborhood,  and  pedestrian  access  and  public 
views  to  the  water.  The  planned  north-south  streets  respond  to  the  historic  pattern  of  rail 
spurs  and  buildings,  providing  access  to  development  sites  and  public  open  spaces 

•  Create  walkable  and  bikeable  streets  that  are  designed  not  only  for  the  movement  of 
vehicles,  but  also  as  public  spaces  that  actively  promote  connections  between  activities 
and  destinations 

•  A  fine  network  of  pedestrian  ways  which  overlays  the  street  grid  to  provide  additional 
connections  between  activities  and  destinations 

Parking  Strategy 

Pier  70  will  benefit  from  high  levels  of  transit  service  and  as  such  is  not  envisioned  as  an  auto- 
dominant  district.  However,  efficient  and  convenient  storage  of  vehicles  will  be  essential  to  the 
success  and  viability  of  the  area  as  a  commercial  and  employment  destination.  Mixed-use 
parking  buildings  within  these  envelopes  are  encouraged;  any  freestanding  garages  should  be 
designed  as  high  quality  buildings  with  similar  materials  to  those  used  in  adjacent  structures,  and 
with  design  treatments  that  provide  visual  interest  and  compliment  the  historic  fabric.    Surface 
parking  is  anticipated  and  will  be  permitted  on  an  interim  basis  on  undeveloped  sites. 

The  Plan  calls  for  parking  to  be  limited  to  the  minimal  amount  necessary  to  support  the  intended 
activities.  In  order  to  limit  the  consumption  of  useable  development  space,  self  park  structures 
should  not  exceed  1  space  for  each  1 ,000  gross  square  feet  of  floor  area. 

Figure  4,  Vehicular  Circulation  and  Parking  illustrates  four  principal  locations  where  parking 
structures  could  be  distributed  across  the  site,  including: 

•  Site  3C,  located  in  the  interior  of  the  block  between  the  19*  Street  extension  and  20* 
Street  near  the  ship  yard  and  Dry  Dock  Park 

•  Site  4  and  the  historic  core  between  20*  and  21^^  Streets,  along  a  proposed  new  north- 
south  street  in  the  interior  of  the  site 

•  Southeastern  Quadrant:  A  majority  of  the  new  development  at  Pier  70  is  proposed  for  the 
southeastern  quadrant  of  the  shipyard  on  Sites  6,  7  and  8.  There  are  several  options  for 
centralized  parking  in  this  quadrant 

•  Two  proposed  development  envelopes  at  18    Street  are  fairly  remote  from  the  previously 
discussed  potential  locations  for  major  parking  structures  and  therefore  would  have  to 
provide  their  own  parking  on  site. 


- 1 


Figure  3,  Pier  70  Draft  Plan  Transit  Access 
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Figure  4,  Pier  70  Draft  Plan  Vehicular  Circulation  &  Parking  Concept 
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Open  Space 

The  restoration  of  Pier  70  provides  the  opportunity  to  create  a  diverse  network  of  public  open 
spaces  that:  connect  upland  areas  to  the  waterfront;  provide  recreational  amenities  for  adjacent 
neighborhoods  as  well  as  employees,  users  and  visitors  of  new  Pier  70  development;  create  a 
sense  of  identity  and  focus  for  new  development;  and  celebrate  and  reveal  the  rich  history  of  this 
unique  complex.  The  Plan  creates  more  than  20  acres  of  public  parks  and  public  spaces, 
including  two  waterfront  parks  (Slipway  Park  and  Dry  Dock  Park);  the  preservation  of  Irish  Hill; 
three  urban  plazas;  and  numerous  linking  streets  and  promenades.    Among  these,  the  Plan  calls 
for  20'^  Street  to  be  enhanced  as  the  historic  spine  and  public  entry  to  Pier  70.  In  addition,  the 
project  provides  the  opportunity  to  complete  this  portion  of  the  Bay  Trail  and  Blue  Greenway 
with  a  continuous  recreational  path  linking  the  open  spaces  along  the  shoreline.  These  are 
highlighted  in  Figure  5,  Open  Space. 

The  following  provides  an  overview  of  the  significant  Open  Space  features  illustrated: 

•  Dry  Dock  Park  -  This  7.8  acre  open  space,  located  at  the  northern  extremity  of  the  complex, 
is  envisioned  as  a  community  park  that  will  serve  the  surrounding  neighborhoods  as  well  as 
the  new  activities  that  are  introduced  at  Pier  70. 

•  Slipway  Park  -  The  four  sloped  slipways  along  the  eastern  shoreline  of  the  site  provided  the 
stage  for  the  construction  and  launching  of  many  of  the  ships  built  at  Pier  70.  While  a 
substantial  portion  of  these  slipways  are  buried,  the  Plan  calls  for  the  original  forms  to  be 
expressed,  and  the  remnants  projecting  into  the  Bay  to  be  preserved  as  piers  or  jetties  for 
pedestrian  access  and  viewing. 

•  Irish  Hill  Park  -  Irish  Hill,  at  the  southwestern  corner  of  the  site,  provides  a  clear  remnant  of 
the  site's  original  shoreline  and  topography.  The  Plan  calls  for  the  preservation  of  the  1.5- 
acre  sloping  site  as  a  visual  open  space,  and  as  a  buffer  between  the  PG&E  operations  and 
the  Pier  70  complex. 

•  Central  Plaza  -  At  the  heart  of  Pier  70,  the  Plan  calls  for  the  creation  of  a  central  plaza  of 
about  0.4  acres.  This  space  is  at  the  "crossroads"  of  the  historic  ship  building  and  rail 
operations  that  occurred  on  the  site. 

•  Machine  Shop  Courtyard  -  An  intimately  scaled  courtyard  of  about  0.4  acres  in  size  is 
created  by  the  massive  brick  Machine  Shop  structure,  the  reinforced-concrete  warehouse 
structures  and  the  corrugated  steel  Heavy  Warehouses  to  the  south.  To  further  define  this 
space,  the  Plan  also  calls  for  the  steel-framed  Electric  Shop  (building  21)  to  be  relocated 
approximately  700  feet  to  the  east,  from  its  current  location. 

•  2(/'*  Street  Promenade  -  20*  Street  was  the  principal  entry  to  Pier  70,  where  the  hundreds  of 
shipyard  employees  arrived  for  work  and  congregated  afterwards.  Befitting  its  more  public 
face,  the  street  is  lined  by  the  stately  Bethlehem  Steel  Administration  Building,  Powerhouse 
#102;  the  original  1896  Office  Building,  and  is  visually  terminated  by  the  distinctive  Steam 
Powerhouse  with  its  high  smokestack. 

•  Illinois  Street  Entry  Plaza  -  At  the  junction  of  20*  Street  and  Illinois  Street,  a  0.6-  acre  entry 
plaza  is  planned  to  preserve  the  public  views  to  the  Machine  Shop  from  Illinois  Street,  to 
create  a  suitable  setting  for  the  historic  building  and  an  enhanced  gateway  to  Pier  70  from  the 
Dogpatch  neighborhood. 

•  Network  of  Pedestrian  Promenades  -  Connecting  these  diverse  open  spaces  is  a  network  of 
pedestrian  ways,  promenades  and  sidewalks  that  will  provide  a  diversity  of  routes  between 
the  various  activities  and  destinations  of  the  complex. 

•  Completion  of  the  Pier  70  segment  of  Bay  Trail  &  Blue  Greenway  -  The  restoration  of  Pier 
70  provides  the  opportunity  to  complete  this  segment  of  the  Bay  Trail  and  Blue  Greenway 
along  the  San  Francisco  Waterfront. 
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Figure  5,  Pier  70  Draft  Plan  Open  Space 
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Development  Feasibility 

The  revitalization  of  Pier  70  has  extraordinary  development  costs  and  is  dependent  on  an 
unprecedented  level  of  public  financing  and  investment.  The  analysis  of  costs,  financing  sources 
and  financial  feasibility  summarized  below  is  intended  to  inform  the  planning  process  and  the 
Port  Commission's  policy  options  for  Pier  70.  The  analysis  base  case  is  intended  for  analytical 
purposes  only  and  does  not  reflect  any  policy  decisions  or  staff  recommendations  regarding  Pier 
70  implementation. 

Estimated  Cost 

Port  staff  estimated  capital  costs  for  the  Draft  Plan  (industrial  building  preservation,  demolition, 
roadways  and  planned  open  spaces),  capital  costs  for  piers  and  buildings  within  the  BAE 
leasehold  were  not  included  (with  the  exception  of  Building  1 1 1).  Building  rehabilitation  costs 
were  based  on  new  cost  estimates  developed  since  the  last  workshop  by  the  consultant  team 
including  Carey  &  Company,  OLMM  Structural  Engineers  and  M.  Lee  Corporation  with  input 
on  appropriate  adaptive  reuses  from  staff  and  the  rest  of  the  consultant  team.  Demolition  costs 
estimated  at  $25  per  building  square  feet  include  removal  of  asbestos/lead  paint.  Open  space 
costs  were  estimated  at  $1 .45  million  per  acre  representing  experience  with  a  Port  of  Oakland 
waterside  park  project  and  including  both  hardscape  and  softscape,  site  work  and  remediation. 
Infrastructure  system  costs  were  estimated  using  recent  cost  for  Mission  Bay  infrastructure  work. 
Parking  costs  assumed  structured  parking  and  reflects  the  net  cost  after  taking  into  account 
parking  revenue.  In  addition  to  the  line  item  costs,  the  pro-forma  model  adds  soft  costs  including 
contingency,  planning  and  entitlement  costs,  and  project  management.  The  current  estimate  of 
overall  capital  costs  is  $635  million  (excluding  new  building  development)  Table  2, 
Development  Program  Pro  Forma,  summarizes  the  costs  for  Draft  Plan. 

Financing  Strategy 

Pier  70  presents  unique  development  opportunities  and  challenging  financial  requirements.  In 
order  to  save  deteriorating  historical  assets,  it  will  be  necessary  to  secure  early  financial 
resources  to  stabilize  and  preserve  key  structures  for  later  restoration  and  adaptive  reuse.  The 
variety  of  historical  structures  that  will  be  retained  will  require  investment  in  a  broad  range  of 
rehabilitation  and  construction  activities  to  adapt  the  buildings  to  new  uses.  Infrastructure 
serving  the  site  is  in  poor  condition  and  not  suited  to  new  uses  contemplated  for  the  site,  and  will 
have  to  be  fully  replaced.  Existing  structures  and  infrastructure  that  will  not  be  retained  will 
need  to  be  demolished.    Over  a  century  of  industrial  activities  on  the  site  has  left  environmental 
contamination  in  some  areas  that  will  need  to  be  remediated.  Piers,  wharves  and  shoreline  will 
require  demolition,  repair  or  reconstruction.  New  development  will  require  structured  parking, 
as  well  as  surface  parking,  and  new  parks  and  open  space  amenities  will  need  to  be  constructed. 

Meeting  the  financial  requirements  of  redeveloping  Pier  70  will  necessarily  require  a  full  range 
of  public  and  private  financing  sources  and  mechanisms  integrated  in  a  comprehensive  financing 
strategy.  A  substantial  portion  of  the  funds  needed  for  development  of  infrastructure  and  public 
facilities  and  rehabilitation  of  historical  structures  will  come  from  lease  revenues  generated  by 
rehabilitated  buildings  and  from  long  term  ground  leases  on  land  for  new  development.  In 
addition,  a  variety  of  other  sources  of  funding  will  be  incorporated  in  the  financing  strategy.  All 
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of  the  lease  revenues  will  be  used  to  finance  public  bond  funds  invested  at  Pier  70.  Identified 
funding  sources  are  summarized  briefly  below. 

•  Private  Capital  Investment.  A  substantial  amount  of  private  capital  investment  will  be 
necessary  to  accomplish  the  redevelopment  of  Pier  70.  Early  investments  will  be  needed 
for  planning  and  predevelopment,  environmental  analysis,  and  entitlement  activities. 
After  securing  entitlements,  private  capital  will  be  needed  for  site  preparation, 
environmental  remediation,  grading,  infrastructure,  marketing,  and  other  project 
development  costs  to  be  recovered  from  adaptive  re-use  and  ground  lease  revenues. 

•  Historic  Tax  Credits.  As  discussed  earlier,  the  Port  intends  to  establish  a  Historic 
District  on  the  site,  encompassing  all  the  historic  structures  to  be  retained.  Historic  tax 
credits,  for  up  to  20  percent  of  historic  preservation  costs,  will  be  used  to  the  maximum 
extent  possible. 

•  Grants  and  Bonds.  Grants  and  bonds  will  be  sought  opportunistically  for  applicable 
improvements,  as  they  become  available.  It  is  assumed  in  the  current  financial  analysis 
that  $10  million  in  City  of  San  Francisco  general  obligation  bonds  will  be  available  for 
funding  the  Drydock  Park. 

•  Infrastructure  Financing  District  (IFD)  Tax  Increments.  Under  State  legislation,  the 
Port  may  utilize  tax  increment  financing  through  a  mechanism  called  an  Infrastructure 
Financing  District  (IFD).  The  legislation  allows  the  IFD  to  capture  65  percent  of  tax 
increment  to  fund  infrastructure  at  the  site.  In  addition.  State  legislation  (AB  2367)  is 
currently  pending  that  would  allow  the  Port  to  capture  an  additional  25  percent  of  the  tax 
increment  that  would  otherwise  go  to  the  State's  Educational  Revenue  Augmentation 
Fund    These  annual  tax  revenues  could  support  tax  allocation  bonds  to  be  used  for 
infrastructure  and  other  public  improvements  on  the  site. 

•  IFD  Bonds  from  Seawall  Lot  337.  This  Port-owned  property,  currently  leased  to  the 
San  Francisco  Giants  for  ballpark  parking,  is  currently  being  bid  on  by  two  developer 
teams  for  large  scale  mixed  use  development.  It  is  the  Port's  intention  to  establish  an 
Infrastructure  Financing  District  on  the  property  and  the  current  10-capital  plan 
designates  up  to  $45  million  of  the  bond  proceeds  from  those  revenues  to  invest  in  the 
initial  stabilization  and  restoration  of  historic  structures  on  Pier  70.  This  is  intended  to  be 
upfront  seed  capital  to  help  address  the  most  urgent  historic  preservation  and 
infrastructure  needs  and  is  currently 

•  Mello-Roos  Community  Facilities  District  (CFD).  A  CFD  could  be  used  to  establish  a 
special  tax  on  property  within  the  district.  These  tax  revenues  can  secure  bonds  for 
qualifying  capital  improvements,  and  support  ongoing  maintenance  and  services.  The 
financial  feasibility  analysis  assumes  that  building  developers  would  discount  ground 
lease  payments  to  reflect  the  cost  burden  of  the  special  tax. 

These  financing  sources  have  the  potential  to  direct  over  $350  million  of  public  dollars  to  the 
Pier  70  Area.  Sources  such  as  the  G.O.  bonds  and  historic  tax  credits  support  specific  public 
benefits  and  others  allow  property  taxes  and  special  taxes  to  be  directed  to  Pier  70  and  allow 
early  bond  proceeds  to  provide  for  early  expenditures  (before  lease  revenue  are  realized). 

The  Port  is  pursuing  additional  public  funding  sources  including  an  additional  25  percent  of  tax 
increment  through  AB  2367  (see  IFD  above)  and  a  proposed  amendment  to  the  City  Charter. 
This  Charter  Amendment  (which  must  be  approved  by  voters)  that  would  allow  the  Port  to 
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utilize  payroll  tax  revenues  collected  from  businesses  within  Pier  70  for  investment  in  Pier  70 
facilities.  Details  of  additional  funding  opportunities  are  discussed  below. 

•  Payroll  Tax.  The  Charter  Amendment  would  allow  the  Port  to  utilize  payroll  tax 
revenues  collected  from  businesses  within  Pier  70  jurisdiction  for  investment  in  Pier  70 
facilities.  These  revenues  now  go  the  CCSF  as  part  of  its  General  Fund  revenue. 
Proceeds  from  payroll  taxes  could  be  used  on  a  pay-as-you-go  basis,  or  could  be  used  to 
support  revenue  bonds. 

•  Transient  Occupancy  Tax  (TOT).  TOT  is  paid  by  hotel  guests  as  a  percentage  of  room 
rates.  In  the  event  that  a  hotel  is  developed  on  Pier  70,  the  proposed  City  Charter 
Amendment  would  allow  a  portion  of  the  increase  in  TOT  revenue  to  be  dedicated  to  Pier 
70  for  use  either  on  a  pay-as-you-go  basis,  or  to  repay  a  revenue  bond  to  fund  capital 
improvements. 

Financial  Feasibility  Assessment 

In  order  to  assess  the  financial  (or  development)  feasibility  of  the  Pier  70  project,  EPS  has 
developed  a  pro  forma  analysis  of  all  the  costs  needed  to  ready  the  Pier  70  area  for  development 
compared  against  expected  revenues  and  financing  sources  available  to  fund  the  project.  This 
"static"  look  at  sources  and  uses  of  capital  is  a  quick  way  to  assess  the  development  feasibility  of 
a  project.  EPS  has  also  analyzed  the  year-by-year  revenue  and  expenditure  cash  flows  related  to 
the  Development  Program  to  estimate  the  development  returns  including  the  timing  of 
infrastructure  and  development  revenues. 

The  Development  Program  assumes  that  building  lease  revenues,  similarly  to  historic  rehab 
costs,  are  based  on  the  adaptive  reuse  of  existing  building  including  reuse  of  industrial  buildings 
for  office,  institutional  and  retail  uses.  Estimates  of  ground  lease  revenue  for  new  development 
sites  are  derived  based  on  residual  land  lease  valuations  for  the  uses  and  development  intensities 
shown  in  the  Development  Program.  These  values  are  reduced  based  on  the  assumption  that 
land-based  financing  (such  as  Mello  Roos  bonds),  though  a  good  mechanism  for  funding  early 
infrastructure  needs,  reduce  the  overall  value  of  commercial  properties  carrying  these  special 
taxes. 

Utilizing  the  $350  million  of  public  financing  the  Development  Program  has  an  estimated  net 
revenue  of  $3  million  with  the  net  present  value  (representing  a  developer's  view  of  the  risk 
adjusted  benefits  of  the  project)  showing  a  $25  million  deficit.  This  indicates  that  expected 
revenues  would  significantly  lag  behind  the  timing  of  capital  expenditures  and  that  the  Port  or  a 
master  developer  will  need  to  put  a  significant  amount  of  capital  at  risk  to  get  development 
started.  Utilizing  the  pending  (additional  Tax  Increment  allowed  if  AB  2376  and  the  City 
Charter  Amendment  is  approved)  public  financing  mechanism  discussed  above  the  Development 
Program  has  an  estimated  net  revenue  of  $134  million  with  a  risk  adjusted  NPV  deficit  of 
$390,000.  This  indicates  a  project  that  is  marginally  feasible.  Early  sale  of  sites  1  or  3  (for  the 
proposed  office  use  or  hotel  or  residential  uses)  would  tip  the  project  comfortably  into  a  positive 
risk  related  return. 
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Table  2  -Development  Program  Pro  Forma 

Capital  Costs 

Demolition                                

Soil  Remediation 
Rehabilitation 
Infrastructure 
Structured  Parking 
Park  Space  and  Open 
PiersAA/harfs 
Planning  &  Entitlement 
Project  Management 
Contingency 

$4M 
$15M 
$308M 
$46M 
$41 M 
$22M 
$56M 
$25M 
$20M 
$99M 

Total  Costs 

$636M 

Revenues 

Existing  Buildings 

$101M 
$263M 
($75M) 

Ground  Lease 
(less  financing) 

Total  Revenues 

$289M 

Public  Financing 

Parks  G.O.  Bond 
Historic  Tax  Credits 
Land-based  Financing  Bonds 
IFD  Bonds  &  Funds 

$10M 

$62M 

$137M 

$141M 

Current  Public  Financing 

$350M 

Net  Revenue 

$3M 

NPV  (risk  adjusted  -  15%  return) 

($25M) 

Charter  Amendment 

$76M 

IFD  Bonds  &  Funds  (90%) 

$55M 

Net  Revenue  (including  new  public  sources) 

$134M 

NPy  irisk  justed  -  15%jet^^^^^ 

($0M) 

Initial  Implementation  Approach 

Private  sector  partnerships  will  be  necessary  to  achieve  the  vision.  The  Port  will  begin  to  solicit 

for  development  partners  for  Pier  70  in  2009.  The  Port,  a  master  developer(s),  institutional 

users,  BAE  as  a  ship  repair  anchor  and  other  end  users  are  all  critical  to  the  implementation  of 

the  Draft  Plan.  The  Port  will  seek  a  first  quality  development  partner(s)  who  provide  a  variety  of 

functions: 


Providing  market  tested  analysis  of  the  Draft  Plan  and  refinement  to  guide  through  the 
entitlement  process. 

Partnership  with  a  visionary  entity  to  transform  the  Union  Ironworks  Machine  shop  into  a 
public  oriented  facility  that  provides  a  heart  to  Pier  70  while  telling  its  history. 
Partnership  with  developer(s)  and  end  users  to  design,  fund  and  build  new  buildings 
appropriate  to  the  historic  district. 


•     Creation  of  an  infrastructure  financing  district  and  possibly  assessment  district  managed 
by  the  developer  that  designs  and  builds  the  infrastructure  for  the  project. 


Next  Steps 

Based  upon  the  input  received  at  the  July  1?"^  and  November  2007  workshops  and  other 
community  outreach  sessions,  the  Port  will  complete  a  Draft  Preferred  Master  Plan.  The  Port 
anticipates  the  Draft  to  be  completed  in  the  fall  of  2008.  Additional  outreach  will  include 
presentations  to  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  and  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory 
Board  and  civic  and  community  organizations  such  as  San  Francisco  Tomorrow,  Potrero 
Boosters,  Dogpatch  Neighborhood  Association,  SPUR  and  other  organizations.  The  Draft 
Preferred  Master  Plan  will  be  a  document  that  continues  to  be  refined  based  upon  the  additional 
due  diligence  and  analysis  that  is  occurring  and  will  be  finalized  prior  to  the  Development 
Solicitation  Process  anticipated  to  occur  in  the  Spring  of  2009. 

The  following  additional  analysis  is  required  prior  to  the  initiation  of  the  Development 
Solicitation  Process: 

•  Continued  Port  Commission  informational  presentations  to  receive  policy  direction  on 
alternative  planning  and  implementation  strategies. 

•  Site  and  building  wide  environmental  testing  and  analysis  to  determine  contamination 
issues  and  remediation  strategy  and  cost.  This  work  is  being  funded  by  a  Federal 
Department  of  Defense  Grant  and  is  slated  to  begin  in  the  fall  of  2008,  with  testing  and 
preliminary  analysis  completed  by  Spring  of  2009. 

•  Finalize  historic  preservation  analysis,  district  boundary  options  and  nomination 
documentation.  This  may  be  influenced  by  the  results  of  the  environmental  testing  and 
analysis. 

•  Refine  and  further  coordinate  with  State  Lands  Commission  on  a  strategy  for  the  Public 
Trust,  land  swap  concept.  This  can  not  be  completed  until  the  environmental  testing  and 
analysis  is  completed,  which  will  influence  the  Public  Trust  strategy,  but  continued 
coordination  with  State  Lands  is  required  and  will  be  ongoing, 

•  Coordinate/assist  and  integrate  the  BAE  Ship  Repair  facility  Master  Plan  into  the  Pier  70 
Preferred  Master  Plan.  This  may  influence  the  historic  district  analysis. 

•  Refinement  of  analysis  and  Plan  after  the  results  of  the  City  Charter  Amendment  and 
State  Assembly  Bill  AB  2376 

The  Port  will  continue  to  work  with  the  Central  Waterfront  Advisory  Group  to  host  meetings  on 
Master  Plan  focus  topics.  In  October  the  CWAG  held  a  meeting  focused  on  Historic 
Preservation  issues  and  at  the  December  \2^^  meeting  it  focused  on  Open  Space  and 
Environmental  contamination  issues.  Later  in  the  summer,  the  Port  is  tentatively  planning  to 
address  coordination  issues  with  the  facility  planning  now  underway  at  the  ship  yard  by  BAE 
Systems. 
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APPENDIX  A 

Workshop  1 
Comments  and  Notes 

The  following  questions  and  responses  are  those  recorded  from  the  first  Pier  70  Community 
Workshop  and  subsequent  public  meetings  held  for  the  Pier  70  Master  Planning  effort. 

1.  Will  the  entire  Pier  70  site  be  in  a  historic  district? 

The  entire  65  acre  Pier  70  property  was  determined  to  be  an  eligible  historic  district  in  2001  by 
the  City  Planning  Department  and  the  State  Office  of  Historic  Preservation.  In  addition,  the  Port 
has  stated  that  one  of  the  goals  for  the  site  is  to  nominate  all  or  some  portion  of  Pier  70  to  the 
National  Register  of  Historic  Places  as  an  historic  district.  The  Port's  goal  is  to  integrate  historic 
preservation  into  the  proposed  Master  Plan  and  to  balance  historic  preservation  with  the  other 
development  goals  for  the  site.  The  size  and  boundaries  of  a  proposed  Pier  70  Historic  District 
will  be  determined  by  the  Master  Plan  process,  Carey  and  Company's  historic  research  and 
documentation,  and  the  National  Register  registration  requirements.  The  Port  will  also  address 
the  timing  of  any  historic  registration  as  part  of  the  Master  Plan,  but  does  not  anticipate  listing 
the  historic  district  on  the  National  Register  in  advance  of  a  development  proposal  for  all  or  a 
portion  of  the  site.    The  site's  eligibility  as  an  historic  district  would  continue  to  be  an  important 
part  of  the  Port's  leasing,  development  and  permitting  activity  until  such  time  that  an  historic 
district  is  listed  on  the  National  Register  and  the  eligibility  would  still  apply  to  any  portion  of  the 
site  that  is  outside  the  registered  historic  district. 

2.  How  does/would  historic  district  designation  impact  future  development? 

The  designation  of  an  historic  district  would  provide  access  to  federal  rehabilitation  tax  credits 
(and  other  historic  preservation  incentives)  for  rehabilitation  of  contributing  resources. 
Designation  of  the  area  as  an  historic  district  does  not  require  retention  or  rehabilitation  of 
existing  contributing  resources.  However,  because  the  area  is  already  eligible  for  listing  on  the 
National  Register,  demolition,  alteration,  rehabilitation  and  new  in-fill  development  projects  that 
do  not  meet  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Standards  would  require  more  extensive 
environmental  review  under  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA).  Therefore, 
listing  the  property  on  the  National  Register  would  have  no  additional  impact  or  be  a  constraint 
on  future  development.  The  Port's  Master  Plan  process  will  include  the  development  of  criteria 
and  guidelines  that  would  establish  priorities  for  resource  retention  and  rehabilitation,  and 
provide  guidance  to  rehabilitation  and  new  in-fill  development  to  assist  project  sponsors  to 
understand  acceptable  approaches  to  the  treatment  of  these  industrial  resources  that  would  meet 
the  Secretary  Standards. 

3.  How  is  Historic  Integrity  defined? 

In  order  for  historic  resources  to  be  considered  eligible  for  formal  historic  designation  they  must 
possess  historic  integrity  as  defined  by  the  National  Park  Service.  Integrity  is  defined  as  the 
ability  of  a  resource  to  convey  its  historic  significance  and  appearance  from  the  period  of 
significance.  The  National  Park  Service  has  established  criteria  against  which  resources  are 
evaluated  by  a  qualified  historic  preservation  expert  to  determine  whether  they  possess  integrity. 
In  order  for  a  resource  to  possess  integrity  it  must  meet  most  or  all  of  the  following  criteria: 
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1)  Location;  2)  Setting;  3)  Design;  4)  Materials  5)  Workmanship;  6)  Association;  and  7)  Feeling. 

4.  Why  isn't  the  Port  mothballing  the  historic  buildings  now? 

The  Port  has  secured  Buildings  101,  102,  104  and  113/114  which  are  all  Very-Significant 
historic  resources  by  installation  of  fencing  and  security  alarms.  However,  the  Port  does  not 
have  the  capital  funding  to  support  the  extensive  roof  repairs  and  seismic  upgrades  required  to 
stabilize  and  "mothball"  these  resources.  Because  of  the  severe  and  rapid  rate  of  deterioration 
these  structures  are  a  risk  of  losing  their  historic  integrity.  One  of  the  goals  of  the  Master  Plan  is 
to  prioritize  and  accelerate  the  "mothballing"  and/or  rehabilitation  of  these  Very  Significant 
structures  before  they  lose  their  historic  integrity  due  to  severe  deterioration. 

5.  How  will  this  effort  expand  on  the  building  identification  and  documentation? 

Carey  and  Company  is  tasked  with  research,  analysis  and  documentation  of  Pier  70  historic 
resources  individually,  and  as  an  historic  district,  and  to  inform  the  Master  Plan  and  allow  the 
Port  and  its  development  partners  to  nominate  these  resources  to  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places,  utilize  federal  rehabilitation  tax  credits  and  other  preservation  incentives  to  help 
support  the  historic  rehabilitation  of  the  site  and  its  resources.  The  documentation  consists  of  the 
following  three  components:  an  assessment  of  the  historic  integrity  of  each  resource  and  the 
district,  a  description  of  the  resources  and  district  and  a  significance/historic  context  statement  to 
justify  the  historic  significance  of  the  property. 

Environmental  Analysis  (for  the  Pier  64  and  Slipway  #  4  Shoreline  Area) 

1.  Was  the  Bay  water  tested  in  the  Cove  Area? 

Bay  water  was  not  tested  because  the  significant  tidal  action  would  not  provide  the  Port  with 
relevant  data;  however,  we  did  test  the  groundwater  beneath  the  shoreline.  Groundwater 
discharge  to  the  bay  would  be  one  of  the  primary  means  through  which  contaminants  would 
migrate  to  bay  water.  The  analysis  indicated  that  contaminants  in  groundwater  were  detected  at 
concentrations  below  levels  that  would  pose  a  water  quality  concern. 

2.  Did  test  preclude  direct  human  exposure? 

The  soil  and  sediment  within  the  shoreline  that  the  Port  investigated  contain  contaminants  at 
concentrations  exceeding  risk-based  screening  levels  for  protection  of  human  health.  The 
screening  levels  are  conservative,  and  assume  that  site  users  would  have  extensive  direct  contact 
with  soil  or  sediment  over  a  long  period  of  time.  A  more  detailed  human  health-risk  assessment 
might  conclude  that  direct  exposure  to  soil  and  sediment  under  certain  conditions  do  not  pose  a 
significant  risk.    In  order  to  preclude  exposure  to  contaminants  of  concern,  any  open  space 
design  will  include  some  form  of  cover  over  existing  soil  to  prevent  direct  exposure,  possibly 
including  imported  soil  and  vegetation  to  eliminate  the  potential  for  direct  exposure. 

3.  What  are  the  Port's  mitigation  options? 

The  environmental  investigation  did  not  find  conditions  that  warrant  active  remediation,  but  does 
indicate  the  presence  of  contaminants  that  should  be  managed  in  the  context  of  redevelopment. 

4.  When  will  the  Port  investigate  the  remaining  portions  of  the  site? 

The  results  of  our  investigation  are  consistent  with  those  of  previous  investigations  conducted 
within  the  northeastern  shoreline.  The  Port  is  undertaking  a  compilation  of  data  from  previous 
environmental  investigations  throughout  the  rest  of  the  Pier  70  site  to  evaluate  conditions  site- 
wide  and  to  identify  significant  data  gaps.  As  funding  becomes  available,  the  Port  will  continue 
environmental  investigations  for  the  entire  Pier  70  area. 


Economic  &  Master  Planning 

1.  Why  is  the  Shipyard  Operation  going  to  continue,  is  it  an  appropriate  use? 

The  shipyard  use  is  one  of  the  defining  elements  of  Pier  70  and  is  a  critical  component  of  the 
Pier  70  Master  Plan.  A  major  goal  of  the  Pier  70  Master  Plan  is  to  preserve  historic  resources  and 
a  component  of  the  historic  resource  preservation  is  the  continued  operation  of  the  ship  repair 
facility  that  helped  established  Pier  70  area  as  a  historic  resource.  The  ship  repair  business  also 
supports  the  Port's  mission  and  is  a  public  trust  consistent  use,  in  that  it  is  a  maritime  business 
dependent  on  the  water.  In  addition  to  being  a  maritime  use,  it  provides  for  hundreds  and 
sometimes  thousands  of  high  paying  blue  collar  jobs  and  also  serves  to  support  other  important 
Port  maritime  uses  including  the  Cruise  ship  business. 

2.  Will  Residential  uses  be  considered  on  the  site? 

In  general,  residential  uses  are  not  permitted  on  Port  lands  because  it  is  not  an  allowed  use  under 
the  State  Lands  Public  Trust  Doctrine.  While  it  is  recognized  that  a  component  of  the  Master 
Plan  will  be  for  a  resolution  to  the  State  Lands  issue  on  Pier  70  through  a  potential  internal  "land 
swap",  the  Port  does  not  anticipate  the  actual  sale  of  land  as  a  component  of  the  Master  Plan. 
While  residential  uses  have  not  been  ruled  out  of  consideration,  it  is  important  to  recognize  the 
adjacent  land  uses  of  the  site  and  the  proximity  to  the  ship  repair  operations  and  whether 
residential  uses  are  appropriate  within  the  Pier  70  area. 


Other  Issues 

1.  Will  the  Port  complete  the  Pier  70  Master  Plan  process  through  the  CEQA  process? 

The  Pier  70  Preferred  Master  Plan  is  being  developed  as  a  development  framework  that  will 
allow  for  maximum  flexibility  for  preservation  and  new  development  and  will  define  critical 
criteria  that  is  generally  agreed  upon  by  the  community  and  advocates.  Because  the  plan  will 
offer  flexibility,  it  is  not  likely  to  undergo  an  environmental  review  process,  until  which  time  a 
development  team  has  been  selected  to  implement  the  plan. 


Workshop  2 
Comments  and  Notes 

The  following  questions  and  responses  are  those  recorded  from  the  second  Pier  70  Community 
Workshop  and  subsequent  public  meetings  held  for  the  Pier  70  Master  Planning  effort. 

Community  Comments  on  Development  Framework  Concept 

In  response  to  the  information  presented,  the  Port  received  a  variety  of  public  comments.  These 
comments  have  been  collected  and  are  organized  into  key  topics  and  questions,  including: 
Historic  Preservation 

•  Preservation  criteria  for  existing  historic  resources  needs  further  definition  to  describe  the 
conditions  under  which  major  alterations  or  removal  may  be  considered 

•  Criteria  must  be  developed  for  new  infill  development 

•  New  Construction  should  recognize  non-contributing  resources 
Open  Space 


•  Provide  more  green  space  along  Illinois  Street 

•  Recognize  the  importance  of  Irish  Hill  and  its  value  in  the  Pier  70  open  space  network 

•  Activate  open  spaces  with  commercial,  cultural  and  entertainment  uses 
Site  Access 

•  Need  to  further  analyze  parking  needs;  is  1.4  spaces  per  1000  square  feet  appropriate? 

•  Recognize  historic  rail  corridors  in  the  site  planning  and  layout  of  new  development  sites 

•  Could  Third  Street  Light  Rail  be  brought  onto  site  (F,  E  Line  terminus)? 

•  Would  other  transit  options  be  appropriate  (shuttle  buses)? 

•  Is  continuation  of  the  street  grid  appropriate? 

•  On-street  parking  should  be  minimized  or  eliminated  as  you  get  closer  to  the  Bay 
Land  Use 

•  Is  there  enough  market  for  biotech/knowledge  uses  for  Pier  70  area? 

•  Need  to  identify  uses  that  activate  Pier  70  during  periods  outside  of  the  standard  9  am  -5 
pm  business  day,  such  as  institutional,  commercial,  retail  and  entertainment  uses 

•  Are  residential  uses  appropriate?  Under  what  site  conditions? 

•  Cultural  uses  should  be  encouraged 

•  Dry-dock  operations  must  be  maintained;  site  planning  and  operations  for  other  new  uses 
must  be  managed  to  avoid  conflicts 

•  Consider  future  use  of  Mirant  Power  Plant  site 
Density  and  Massing 

•  Need  to  make  certain  that  new  development  is  sensitive  to  historic  setting  of  Pier  70 

•  Investigate  higher  densities  to  allow  maximum  open  space  development 

•  Establish  design  guidelines  that  allow  a  maximum  density,  but  requires  varying  heights 

•  Heights  above  85  feet  may  be  appropriate  and  desired  to  help  reach  overall  Pier  70  goals 
Other  Issues 

•  How  is  sustainability  considered  in  the  concept? 
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MEMORANDUM 

August  6,  2008 

TO:  MEMBERS,  PORT  COMMISSION 

Hon.  Kimberly  Brandon,  President 
Hon.  Rodney  A.  Fong,  Vice  President 
Hon.  Michael  Hardeman 
Hon.  Ann  Lazarus 
Hon.  Stephanie  Shakofsky 


■r.  ,■ 


FROM:'F  'Monique  Moyer 

Executive  Directo'r 

SUBJECT:  Informational  Presentation  on  BAE  Systems  San  Francisco  Ship  Repair  Operations  at 
Pier  70  -  Completion  of  Enhancements  to  Drydock  #2  and  Master  Planning  Update 

DIRECTOR'S  RECOMMENDATION:  NO  ACTION  REQUIRED 

Overview 

Ship  repair  has  been  a  leading  San  Francisco  industry  since  the  Gold  Rush  and  remains  one  of  San 
Francisco's  leading  employers  of  skilled  union  crafts,  employing  an  average  of  250  highly-trained 
craftsmen  year-round  representing  twenty-two  trades  across  ten  trade  unions.  BAE  San  Francisco 
Ship  Repair  (BAE  SFSR)  continues  this  strong  maritime  tradition  as  one  of  only  seven  ship  repair 
yards  remaining  on  America's  West  Coast  that  can  compete  for  the  maintenance  and  repair  of  mid 
and  large  size  vessels.  While  five  of  the  seven  competing  repair  yards  are  heavily  dependent  on 
defense  contracts,  over  60%  of  BAE  SFSR's  revenues  are  derived  from  the  commercial  cruise, 
tanker,  cargo  and  barge  markets.  The  Port  of  San  Francisco's  most  marketable  feature  in  the  ship 
repair  business  is  our  floating  Drydock  #2  (the  largest  floating  repair  drydock  in  all  the  Americas) 
and  its  central-coastal  geographic  location,  which  makes  it  an  effective  stop-off  for  both  the 
northbound  and  southbound  migratory  cruise  and  tanker  fleets. 

In  October  of  last  year.  Mayor  Newsom  and  the  Port  Commission  executed  the  Fifth  Amendment  to 
BAE  SFSR's  thirty-year  lease  that  signified  an  unique  commercial  partnership  between  the  Port, 
BAE  SFSR  and  Princess  Cruises,  the  Port's  largest  cruise  line  customer.  The  highlight  of  this  Lease 
amendment  was  the  joint  multi-million  dollar  investment  in  improvements  to  the  Port's  Drydock  #2 
that  will  increase  its  lifting  capacity  by  25%  and  allow  it  to  accommodate  cruise,  tanker,  and  cargo 
ships  that  are  too  large  to  transit  the  Panama  Canal. 
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These  improvements  include: 

■  Installation  of  six  new  sponsons  on  the  outboard  wing-walls  to  increase  stability. 

■  Increasing  the  mooring  capacity  by  adding  structural  reinforcement  between  existing 
dolphin  pilings  within  the  Shipyard  and  strengthening  Drydock  mooring  attachments. 

■  Dredging  of  the  Drydock  sump  to  accept  the  larger  footprint  with  the  new  sponsons. 

■  Fin  pockets  have  been  cut  into  the  wing- walls  and  sealed. 

Princess  Cruises  is  one  of  the  world's  leading  cruise  brands  and  has  been  the  Port's  largest  cruise 
customer  for  two  decades.  With  the  addition  of  three  new  vessels  in  2008,  they  will  be  operating  18 
vessels  around  the  world.  Princess  will  soon  be  sailing  its  newest,  larger  ships  to  the  West  Coast 
and  require  a  ship  repair  option.  They  have  invested  with  BAE  and  the  Port  to  make  physical 
enhancements  to  the  Port's  Drydock  #2  to  make  it  capable  to  repair  these  new  larger  ships. 

Enhancements  Complete 

The  Port  and  Princess  received  notification  late  July  2008  from  BAE  SFSR  that  all  of  the  drydock 
improvements  necessary  to  receive  larger  ships  have  essentially  been  completed.  The  first  major 
drydocking  will  be  the  MV  Star  Princess  in  September. 

This  fall,  approximately  1,250  skilled  workers  laborers  will  be  employed  by  Princess  Cruises  and 
BAE  SFSR  at  Pier  70  to  remodel  and  maintain  the  MV  Star  Princess.  The  estimated  project 
expenditures  will  exceed  $28  million  and  the  pressures  for  on-time  delivery  have  never  been 
greater.  In  the  spring.  Princess  has  scheduled  another  mega-ship,  the  MV  Golden  Princess,  to  come 
to  the  Port  of  San  Francisco  for  a  renovation  and  repair  work  at  a  similar  project  cost.    We  expect 
Princess  and  other  cruise  and  tankers  lines  to  take  advantage  of  this  new  west  coast  maritime  asset 
which  will  result  in  new  revenue  for  the  Port  as  well  as  good  jobs  and  economic  benefit  for  San 
Francisco. 

Master  Planning  for  Pier  70 

The  Port  is  in  the  midst  of  planning  for  the  development  and  historic  restoration  of  many  of  the 
historic  buildings  at  Pier  70.  These  buildings  are  some  of  the  most  unique  historic  structures  in  the 
Western  United  States.  The  Port's  primary  planning  goal  has  been  to  protect  and  expand  its  ship 
repair  operation  at  Pier  70  while  protecting  historic  resources  and  develop  the  Pier  70  area. 

In  April  of  2008,  BAE  Systems,  the  parent  company  to  BAE  SFSR,  installed  a  new  management 
team  at  San  Francisco  Ship  Repair;  and  on  May  1,  2008,  Bill  Clifford  was  named  President.  BAE 
Systems  Ship  Repair  is  the  United  States'  leading  non-nuclear  ship  repair,  modernization  and 
conversion  company.  Their  services  are  performed  by  2,600  employees  on  board,  in  shops, 
alongside  piers,  and  in  drydocks  in  Norfolk,  San  Diego,  San  Francisco,  and  Hawaii. 

BAE  Ship  Repair  has  affirmed  its  commitment  to  retaining  ship  repair  at  San  Francisco  by 
approving  a  $9  million  capital  investment  plan  to  take  place  over  the  next  3-5  years.  New  safety 
programs  have  been  implemented,  and  much  of  the  yard  has  been  re-organized,  cleared,  painted, 
and  rid  of  debris.  Both  local  and  national  management  for  BAE  have  expressed  concern  for  the 
aged  conditions  of  some  of  the  buildings  within  their  leasehold,  and  have  indicated  a  desire  to  see 


through  some  long-term  solutions  such  as  renovations  and  limited  building  demolition  as  part  of 
their  master  planning  effort. 

While  both  BAE  and  the  Port  are  optimistic  about  San  Francisco's  new  ability  to  compete  for 
more  west  coast  market  share,  aging  facilities,  increased  costs  and  the  current  global  economic 
uncertainty  necessitate  a  cautious  approach.  As  required  under  its  lease,  BAE  SFSR  is 
undertaking  business  planning  and  site  planning  to  determine  how  to  best  configure  its  leasehold 
to  address  the  changing  ship  repair  market. 

On  June  6,  2008,  BAE's  local  management  presented  a  draft  Master  Plan  and  a  work  schedule  to 
Port  staff  indicating  completion  of  their  final  Master  Plan  prior  to  year  end.  The  BAE  SFSR 
management  team  has  attended  Port  Master  Planning  Workshops,  continues  to  participate  in  the 
Pier  70  public  Master  Planning  process,  and  is  a  member  of  the  Port's  Maritime  Commerce 
Advisory  Committee.  They  have  hired  the  planning  consultant  firm  of  SMWM  to  assist  them 
during  this  exercise.  Although  the  Master  Plan  process  is  delayed  from  the  June  30,  2008 
scheduled  completion  anticipated  last  year,  BAE  SFSR  is  committed  to  diligently  working  toward 
completion  of  the  plan  and  will  share  its  current  working  proposal  as  part  of  its  presentation  to  the 
Port  Commission  on  August  12,  2008.   Port  Staff  has  not  yet  evaluated  the  concepts  under 
consideration  by  BAE  SFSR  in  their  proposal  and  will  continue  to  work  with  BAE  as  they  refine 
the  plan  in  upcoming  months. 

Next  Steps 

Port  staff  will  continue  to  conduct  a  public  planning  process  and  work  with  BAE  SFSR  and  the  Pier 
70  community  on  preparing  an  Area  Master  Plan  that  balances  a  mix  of  uses  compatible  with 
maritime  activities  in  the  area  to  generate  revenues  that  can  support  the  Port's  maritime  operations 
and  required  capital  improvements.  The  Port's  goal  is  to  preserve  ship  repair  while  redeveloping 
Pier  70. 

The  Master  Plan  for  the  ship  repair  facility  will  be  the  starting  place  for  further  improvements  in  the 
leasehold.  It  is  expected  that  the  BAE  Master  Plan  will  identify  areas  where  the  existing  lease  that 
expires  in  2017  may  need  to  be  modified.  The  Master  Plan  may  also  form  the  basis  for 
consideration  of  a  new  long-term  lease  depending  on  the  type  of  improvements  required. 


Prepared  by:     Gerard  Roybal,  Maritime  Marketing  Manager 
For:  Peter  Dailey,  Deputy  Director,  Maritime 
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PORT- 

SAN  FRANCISCO 


MEMORANDUM 

August  7,  2008 

TO:  MEMBERS,  PORT  COMMISSION 

Hon.  Kimberly  Brandon,  President 
Hon.  Rodney  Fong,  Vice  President 
Hon.  Michael  Hardeman 
Hon.  Ann  Lazarus 
/^.       /)    /Ho^y^Jtephanie  Shakofsky 

FROM:  -p  ./^Monique  Moyer 

Executive  Director 

SUBJECT:     Informational  briefing  on  the  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan 

DIRECTOR'S  RECOMMENDATION:    NO  ACTION  REQUIRED 

Introduction 

The  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan  ("Waterfront  Plan"  or  "Plan")  is  the  official  land  use  planning 
document  approved  by  the  San  Francisco  Port  Commission.  It  sets  general  land  use  policies  and 
a  regulatory  context  for  these  policies,  which  apply  to  all  properties  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Port  of  San  Francisco,  from  Fisherman's  Wharf  at  the  north  end  to  India  Basin,  within  the 
Bayview  Hunters  Point  district,  at  the  south  end. 

The  Waterfront  Plan  was  developed  by  the  Port  in  response  to  an  initiative,  Proposition  H, 
approved  in  1990.  Proposition  H  required  that  a  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan  be  produced  for  Port 
property  within  100  feet  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay  shoreline,  and  that  it  be  developed  through  a 
public  planning  process  which  incorporated  maximum  public  participation.  Proposition  H 
established  a  moratorium  on  commercial  development  until  the  completion  of  the  Plan,  and  a 
permanent  ban  on  the  development  of  hotels  on  the  Port's  piers. 

This  staff  memorandum  is  intended  to  provide  a  "refresher  course"  for  those  who  participated  in 
the  development  of  the  Waterfront  Plan  and/or  watched  from  the  sidelines  or,  for  those  who  have 
arrived  more  recently  at  the  waterfront,  to  inform  them  about  the  Plan's  purpose  and  intent. 
Recently,  the  Port  has  received  requests  for  a  review  of  the  Waterfront  Plan,  and  Port  staff  will 
be  producing  a  report,  summarizing  the  varied  and  numerous  planning  and  waterfront 
improvement  projects  and  initiatives  that  have  occurred  under  the  guidance  of  the  Plan. 
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Port  staff  believes  it  is  important  for  the  public  to  have  an  understanding  about  how  the 
Waterfront  Plan  was  developed,  and  the  key  issues  and  perspectives  that  it  reflects,  as  context  for 
any  review  of  subsequent  projects  and  developments.  That  is  the  focus  of  this  informational 
report.  This  also  provides  the  opportunity  for  staff  to  provide  clarification  and  address  questions 
from  the  Commission  and  the  public  about  the  Plan,  prior  to  producing  another  report  reviewing 
the  projects  and  issues  that  have  occurred.  The  Waterfront  Plan  is  posted  on  the  Port's  website, 
http:  / v\  w  vv .sfpoi-t.coni/site/port  page.asp?id=^3 1 773. 

Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan 

Proposition  H  provided  the  option  for  the  Port  to  carry  out  the  work  to  produce  a  Waterfront 
Land  Use  Plan  or,  if  the  Port  did  not  agree,  have  the  Board  of  Supervisors  designate  another 
agency  for  the  job.  Previously,  it  had  been  the  Planning  Department,  Redevelopment  Agency  or 
the  San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission  (BCDC)  which  had  taken 
lead  roles  to  produce  plans  for  Port  waterfront  property.  But  Proposition  H  turned  out  to  be  a 
wake-up  call,  where  the  Port  realized  that,  for  the  first  time,  it  needed  to  take  the  reins  for  this 
project. 

The  Port  also  recognized  the  essential  importance  of  creating  a  public  process  for  developing  the 
Waterfront  Plan  that  was  thorough  and  rational,  and  which  incorporated  authentic  and 
meaningful  public  debate  and  participation.  To  that  end,  the  Port  positively  surprised  many  in 
the  way  it  chose  to  structure  the  process  and  content  of  the  planning  study: 


• 


• 


• 


The  Port  elected  to  expand  the  scope  of  the  Waterfront  Plan  to  include  all  properties 
under  its  jurisdiction,  far  more  than  required  under  Proposition  H,  which  pertained  to 
piers  and  lands  within  BCDC's  permit  authority. 

The  Port  created  the  Waterfront  Plan  Advisory  Board  (WPAB)  to  develop  and 
recommend  the  Plan  to  the  Port  Commission.  A  27-member  body,  the  WPAB  members 
were  appointed  by  the  Mayor,  Board  of  Supervisors  and  the  Port  Commission  to  ensure 
broad  representation  and  participation  in  developing  land  use  policies  for  the  waterfront. 
It  was  the  Port  and  public's  very  good  fortune  that  Mayor  Art  Agnos  appointed  Robert 
Tufts  to  chair  the  Advisory  Board.  Mr,  Tufts  also  then  served  as  chair  of  the  BCDC 
Commission,  and  he  was  highly  respected  for  his  fair,  open  and  congenial  style  which 
fostered  consensus-based  planning  outcomes. 

Following  a  detailed  and  comprehensive  orientation  on  the  Port,  the  WPAB  followed  a 
three-phase  process  to  develop  the  Plan,  which  answered  directly  to  Proposition  H's 
mandate  to  give  top  priority  to  reserving  sufficient  land  for  maritime  land  uses,  as  well  as 
a  full  examination  of  other  desirable  land  uses  to  expand  public  enjoyment  along  the 
waterfront: 

1)  Phase  1:  Analyze  current  and  fiiture  needs  of  maritime  industries  and  identify 
lands  needed  to  meet  those  needs; 

2)  Phase  2:  Define  non-maritime  uses  that  are  desirable  and  acceptable  for  the 
waterfront; 

3)  Phase  3:  Integrate  and  define  land  designations  for  maritime  and  non-maritime 
land  uses 


-2- 


Out  of  this  process,  the  Plan  emerged  which  establishes  broad  goals  and  general  land  use  policies 
that  apply  Port-wide,  with  the  overarching  objective  of  "Reuniting  San  Francisco  with  its 
Waterfront".  Then,  it  divides  the  7.5  miles  of  Port  jurisdiction  into  five  waterfront  subareas. 
From  north  to  south,  these  subareas  are:   1)  Fisherman's  Wharf  (Hyde  Street  Pier  through  Pier 
39);  2)  Northeast  Waterfront  (Pier  35  to  Pier  7);  3)  Ferry  Building  (Pier  5  through  Rincon  Park); 
4)  South  Beach/China  Basin  (Pier  22-1/2  to  Mariposa  Street  at  the  south  end  of  Mission  Bay); 
and  5)  Southern  Waterfront  (Pier  68  to  India  Basin).  Attachment  A  contains  a  map  showing  the 
boundaries  of  these  subareas. 

Within  each  waterfront  subarea,  the  Plan  also  sets  forth  objectives  particular  to  that  area, 
identifies  acceptable  maritime  and  non-maritime  uses  for  each  property,  and  locations  of  public 
open  spaces  and  "Waterfront  Mixed  Use  Opportunity  Areas".  Here,  the  Plan  intends  to  create  a 
series  of  places  along  the  waterfront  which  bring  together  new  development  that  extends  the  City 
out  to  the  piers,  incorporating  public  access  and  open  spaces,  and  compatible  maritime  uses.  In 
so  doing,  these  new  developments  in  the  Mixed  Use  Opportunity  Areas  would  be  unique,  distinct 
from  mixed  use  development  elsewhere,  while  also  responding  to  the  Port's  mission  and 
Proposition  H  priority  of  protecting  and  promoting  maritime  industry  along  San  Francisco's 
waterfront. 

The  planning  work  was  detailed  and  exhaustive,  including  industry  analyses  for  each  maritime 
use,  focus  group  meetings  with  maritime  stakeholders,  financial  feasibility  analyses,  consultation 
with  developers,  and  workshops  on  public  open  space,  transportation,  and  historic  preservation 
issues.  Attachment  B  provides  a  chronology  and  more  details  on  the  work  conducted. 

The  dedication  of  the  WPAB  was  extraordinary.  From  one  end  of  the  waterfront  to  the  other, 
they  labored  through  meetings  twice  a  month  for  four  years  to  develop  the  draft  Plan.  Along  the 
way,  it  became  clear  that  the  planning  process  should  provide  direction  on  urban  design,  public 
access  and  open  space,  and  historic  preservation  principles  to  be  incorporated  into  waterfront 
projects.  Accordingly,  the  Port  created  a  waterfront  urban  design  technical  advisory  committee 
which  advised  development  of  the  Waterfront  Design  &  Access  element  of  the  Waterfront  Plan. 
Together,  the  Waterfront  Plan  and  its  Design  &  Access  element  were  forwarded  to  the  Port 
Commission  for  its  consideration.  With  only  a  few  refinements,  the  Waterfront  Plan  package 
was  unanimously  approved  by  the  Port  Commission  in  July  1997. 

Waterfront  Plan  Perspectives 

The  goals,  policies  and  discussions  presented  in  the  Waterfront  Plan  were  outcomes  of  many 
involved  discussions.  It  is  helpfiil  to  review  some  of  the  thoughts  and  perspectives  that 
influenced  the  form  and  content  of  the  Plan. 

There  was  a  great  deal  of  excitement  and  expectation  associated  with  the  Mixed  Use  Opportunity 
Areas  identified  in  the  Waterfront  Plan.  The  Port  and  WPAB  had  consulted  with  developers  and 
reviewed  economic  studies  conducted  during  the  planning  process,  and  believed  that  the 
revenue-generating  potential  of  the  extraordinary  location  and  setting  of  the  Port's  piers  and 
properties  would  support  successful  public-private  development  partnerships.  Those 
developments  were  expected  to  deliver  the  maritime  and  public  benefits  sought  in  the  Plan,  along 
with  the  mixed  use  development  programs.  The  WPAB  understood  that  the  Port's  financial 
condition  precluded  the  option  of  the  Port  underwriting  waterfront  improvement  projects  on  its 


own.  And,  while  it  was  recognized  that  the  Port  would  still  have  to  pursue  other  funding  and 
financing  tools,  public-private  development  partnerships  were  considered  key  to  spurring 
waterfront  revitalization,  and  producing  surplus  revenues  to  fund  other  public  improvements. 

The  WPAB  also  recognized  that  the  then-current  waterfront  policies,  regulations  and 
interpretations  of  those  rules  by  other  government  agencies,  including  the  City  itself,  had  played 
a  role  in  the  lack  of  successful  economic  investment  in  the  waterfront.  The  WPAB  thus  chose  to 
develop  the  Waterfront  Plan  to  reflect  its  vision  of  what  was  possible  and  desirable,  even  if  some 
of  the  policies  and  choices  ran  up  against  regulatory  constraints.  The  expectation  was  that  if  the 
ideas  resonated  with  the  public,  the  rule  changes  necessary  to  enable  them  eventually  would 
come  about. 

Despite  the  broad  reach  of  the  Waterfront  Plan  goals  and  objectives,  the  Plan  was  never  intended 
to  pre-define  development  programs  or  outcomes  for  specific  projects.  After  reviewing  a  long 
history  of  prior  planning  and  development  efforts  (many  of  which  were  unsuccessful),  the 
Waterfront  Plan  Advisory  Board  concluded  that  each  individual  project  occurs  in  its  own  time 
and  place,  defined  by  the  public  and  other  government  agencies  in  addition  to  current  and  future 
Port  Commissions.  Thus,  the  WPAB  maintained  its  focus  on  establishing  a  sound  land  use 
policy  framework  to  guide  future  improvements,  consistent  with  the  mandate  of  Proposition  H. 
Land  use  policies  were  not  prescriptive,  but  rather  defined  a  menu  of  possible  acceptable  uses  for 
consideration  in  future  specific  projects. 

The  WPAB  recognized  that  the  review  and  debate  of  the  particulars  of  a  specific  development  or 
waterfront  improvement  project  would  have  to  include  stakeholders  at  the  time  proposals  were 
made,  including  waterfi-ont  regulators  and  decision-makers.  As  such,  there  was  substantial 
discussion  about  how  the  Waterfront  Plan  would  be  implemented.  The  WPAB  concluded  that  it 
was  important  to  create  a  framework  for  reviewing  individual  development  projects  to  seek 
public  input  and  consensus,  or  otherwise  risk  creating  yet  another  public  planning  document  that 
did  not  yield  actual  improvements  for  the  waterfront.  For  these  reasons,  the  WPAB 
recommended  a  site-specific  development  process  for  major  projects,  which  includes  creation  of 
an  advisory  group  to  provide  input  and  guidance  on  a  project,  prior  to  developer  solicitations. 
The  Plan  also  set  forth  implementation  strategies,  including  actions  required  by  BCDC  and  the 
City,  to  reconcile  and  streamline  policy  and  project  review  of  waterfront  projects. 

Through  much  of  the  plaiming  process,  the  Port  enjoyed  a  close  and  cooperative  working 
relationship  with  the  San  Francisco  Plaiming  Department  and  BCDC.  When  the  Proposition  H 
planning  process  began,  both  agencies  recognized  that  many  of  the  policies  in  their  approved 
plans  were  outdated.  While  it  was  not  always  apparent  where  the  Waterfi-ont  Plan  policies  might 
end  up  or  whether  they  would  be  acceptable  to  either  or  both  of  these  agencies,  it  was  anticipated 
that  the  Port's  plaiming  process  offered  the  opportunity  to  update  the  Planning  Department  and 
BCDC's  plans  as  well.  With  respect  to  urban  design  concerns,  Planning  Department  staff 
worked  side-by-side  with  Port  staff  to  produce  the  Waterfront  Design  &  Access  element,  as  well 
as  have  other  Planning  staff,  and  BCDC  and  Save  San  Francisco  Bay  staff  serve  as  members  of 
the  design  technical  advisory  committee.  The  broad  scope  of  the  design,  historic  preservation, 
and  public  open  space  policies  and  guidelines  did  not  include  any  changes  to  building  height  or 
envelope  limits,  because  there  were  no  apparent  conflicts  with  the  mix  of  uses  and  design  criteria 
that  had  been  developed. 


At  the  time  the  Port's  planning  process  was  underway,  the  City  and  public  also  were  expending 
enormous  energy  on  transportation  planning.  The  recasting  of  The  Embarcadero  to  a  major 
urban  boulevard,  with  a  wide  continuous  pedestrian  promenade,  bicycles  lanes,  and  integration 
of  light  rail  public  transit  had  been  a  vision  of  the  City  since  the  1970's  and  through  the  1980's. 
The  closure  of  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  after  the  1989  Loma  Prieta  earthquake  created  the 
opportunity  for  action  which  had  eluded  several  previous  City  attempts  to  implement  these 
transportation  improvements.  Even  though  they  were  to  all  occur  on  Port  property,  it  took  the 
full  strength  and  leadership  of  the  City  to  achieve  the  benefits  the  public  enjoys  today.  Given 
this,  the  Port  and  WPAB  planning  process  did  not  need  to  include  transportation  planning  as  part 
of  the  Waterfront  Plan  effort.  In  fact,  the  main  question  was  whether  the  Port  would  be 
successfiil  in  arriving  at  a  publicly  supported  Waterfront  Plan  to  foster  reuse  of  the  piers,  and 
complement  the  revitalization  of  The  Embarcadero. 

Next  Steps 

This  briefing  is  intended  to  provide  the  Commission  and  public  with  an  understanding  of  what 
the  Waterfront  Plan  is,  how  it  was  developed,  and  its  purpose  in  setting  a  framework  to  inform 
specific  projects  and  further  planning  efforts.  Since  its  original  approval,  the  Port  has  completed 
or  undertaken  significant  additional  planning  work  with  its  community  partners  throughout  the 
waterfront.  Perhaps  the  most  noteworthy  are  the  successful  joint  planning  efforts  with  the  San 
Francisco  Planning  Commission,  Board  of  Supervisors,  and  BCDC  to  agree  and  align  the 
waterfront  planning  policies  in  the  planning  documents  for  each  of  our  entities  between  1998  and 
2000. 

It  also  has  been  a  time  of  great  learning  about  the  intricacies  of  carrying  out  projects  to  realize 
the  objectives  of  the  Waterfront  Plan.  The  interplay  of  land  use  choices,  community 
expectations,  volatile  maritime  industry  conditions,  market  and  economic  realities,  regulatory 
objectives,  and  the  physical  constraints  of  the  Port's  aging  historic  piers  is  complex  and  has 
raised  challenges  that  have  caused  the  Port  to  continually  review  and  assess  the  Waterfront  Plan. 
While  no  Plan  guarantees  successful  outcomes  every  time,  the  Waterfront  Plan  has  been  a 
compass  for  the  Port,  providing  a  relevant  and  solid  foundation  that  already  has  helped  realize 
many  successful  projects  and  delights  that  are  transforming  the  waterfront  into  the  public 
gathering  place  that  was  envisioned. 

Staff  will  be  preparing  another  report  in  2009  to  summarize  the  numerous  planning  and  projects 
that  have  occurred  under  the  Waterfront  Plan.  These  efforts,  large  and  small,  some  of  which 
involved  amendments  to  the  Waterfront  Plan,  all  have  been  conducted  with  public  review  and 
comment.  However,  in  response  to  recent  requests  for  a  review  of  the  Waterfront  Plan,  that 
fiiture  report  will  provide  an  overview  and  assessment  of  these  efforts  collectively,  for  public 
review  and  comment.  In  the  meantime,  the  Port  welcomes  questions  and  comments  on  this 
topic. 

Prepared  by:    Diane  Oshima 

Assistant  Deputy  Director,  Waterfront  Planning 

For:  Byron  Rhett 

Deputy  Director,  Planning  &  Development 
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ATTACHMENT  B 

DEVELOPING  THE  PORT  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

WATERFRONT  LAND  USE  PLAN 

Summary  of  Process  and  Milestones 

Prepared  for  the  Northeast  Waterfront  Advisory  Group,  June  6,  2007 

November  1990  -  Proposition  H  approved 

January  -  June  1991  -  Port  takes  lead  on  developing  public  planning  process,  solicits 
appointees  from  the  Mayor,  Board  of  Supervisors,  and  application  and  selection  process  for  Port 
Commission  appointment  of  waterfront  stakeholders  to  form  the  Waterfront  Plan  Advisory 
Board  (WPAB). 

July  -  November  1991  -  Comprehensive  Port  orientation  for  WPAB  and  public,  including  State 
waterfront  grant  to  City  &  County  of  San  Francisco,  past  planning  and  development  efforts, 
public  trust  and  regulatory  context.  Port  financial  conditions 

December  1991  -  October  1992  -  Phase  I  of  the  Waterfront  Plan  process,  focusing  exclusively 
on  analyzing  and  defining  the  needs  and  land  requirements  of  each  maritime  industry 

November  1992  -  Summer  1993  -  Phase  11  of  the  Waterfront  Plan  process,  including  public 
vision  sessions,  defining  goals  for  the  Plan,  presentations  on  open  space,  urban  design,  historic 
preservation,  transportation,  to  identify  non-maritime  uses  for  the  waterfront 

October  1993  -  Publication  of  Options  for  Chame,  Land  Use  Choices  for  the  Waterfront  Plan, 
based  on  public  and  WPAB  comment,  which  was  reviewed  by  the  San  Francisco  Planning 
Department  and  analyzed  in  their  separate  report.  Staff  Analysis  of  the  Port 's  "  Options  for 
Change  "  Report. 

December  1993  -  Publication  of  Financial  and  Economic  Analysis  of  Test  Scenarios  for  the  Port 
of  San  Francisco  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan.  Economic  Planning  Systems,  which  assessed  the 
economic  feasibility  of  various  combinations  of  Port  improvement  projects  that  could  be 
promoted  in  the  Plan 

Fall  1993  -  April  1994 —  Public  workshops  to  review  acceptable  long-term  land  uses  for  each 
subarea,  and  definition  of  unacceptable  land  uses  pursuant  to  Proposition  H 

June  1994  -  Release  of  Draft  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan,  recommended  by  the  WPAB 

Summer  -  Fall  1994  -  Public  review  of  the  Draft  Plan 

January  1995  -  After  several  public  hearings.  Port  Commission  authorizes  commencement  of 
Waterfront  Plan  EIR  process.  The  EIR  was  completed  and  certified  by  the  Planning  Commission 
in  January  1997. 

January  1996  -  May  1997  -  At  the  direction  of  Port  Commission,  Port  works  with  Planning 
Department,  BCDC,  Save  the  Bay  and  a  nine  member  Urban  Design  Technical  Advisory 
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Committee  to  produce  the  Waterfront  Design  &  Access  Element  of  the  Waterfront  Plan,  which 
included  completion  of  Port  of  San  Francisco  Historic  Resources  Survey,  by  Architectural 
Resources  Group  and  Anne  Bloomfield,  Architectural  Historian. 

May  1997  -  June  1997  -  Public  review  of  the  Waterfront  Plan  and  Design  &  Access  Element  by 
Planning  Commission,  Landmarks  Board,  BCDC 

June  1997  —  Port  Commission  adopts  the  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan  and  Design  &  Access 
Element 

August  1997  -  January  1998  -  Port  works  with  Planning  Department  to  draft  amendments  to 
the  General  Plan,  Planning  Code,  Zoning  Map,  which  were  approved  unanimously  by  the 
Planning  Commission  and  then  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  January  1998. 

December  1996  -  July  2000  -  Plan  proposals,  negotiations,  public  meetings  of  Port/BCDC 
Committee  to  develop  amendments  to  BCDC  plans,  ftirther  refinements  to  Port's  Waterfront 
Plan,  to  align  waterfront  policies,  implementation  and  linkages  to  bring  improvements  to  the 
Bay,  new  public  parks  in  sync  with  new  major  waterfront  development  projects.  Conforming 
amendments  to  the  Waterfront  Plan  and  BCDC's  San  Francisco  Waterfront  Special  Area  Plan 
were  approved  by  the  Port  and  BCDC  Commissions,  respectively,  in  2000. 
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PORTox- 

SAN  FRANCISCO 

MEMORANDUM 

Augusts,  2008 

TO:  MEMBERS,  PORT  COMMISSION 

Hon.  Kimberly  Brandon,  President 
Hon.  Rodney  Fong,  Vice  President 
Hon.  Ann  Lazarus  /^        ."  / 

Hon.  Michael  Hardeman  /  ^,  a 

Hon.  Stephanie  Shakofsky 

FROM:  Monique  A.  Moyer 

Executive  Director 

SUBJECT:      Request  approval  of  a  resolution  urging  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  approve  an 
amendment  to  the  Settlement  Agreement  between  PG&E  and  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco,  dated  June  14,  2005,  regarding  a  claim  of  encroachment  by  PG&E's  Hunter's  Point 
Power  Plant  on  Custer,  Davidson,  India  and  Ingalls  Streets,  by:  (1)  extending  PG&E's  right  to 
continue  occupying  approximately  35,465  square  feet  of  Custer  and  Davidson  Streets  until  July 
31,  2012,  and  to  continue  occupying  approximately  56,484  square  feet  of  Custer,  Davidson, 
India  and  Ingalls  Streets  until  July  31,  2016,  with  option  to  extend  each  period  of  occupancy  for 
periods  of  6  months  at  a  time  with  the  Port's  prior  written  consent;  and  (2)  delaying  the 
commencement  date  of  the  5-year  lease  to  PG&E  of  approximately  1,421  square  feet  of 
Davidson  Street  from  January  1,  2008  to  August  1,  2012. 

DIRECTOR'S  RECOMMENDATION:     Approve  Attached  Resolution. 

BACKGROUND 

In  April  2001,  PG&E  filed  a  voluntary  petition  for  relief  under  Chapter  1 1  of  the  Bankruptcy 
Code.  In  October  2001,  the  City  filed  a  bankruptcy  claim,  which  asserted  multiple  debts  and 
liabilities,  including  an  encroachment  claim  with  respect  to  PG&E's  use  of  approximately  91,949 
square  feet  of  Port  property  for  the  Hunter's  Point  Power  Plant,  for  which  the  Port  demanded 
payment  of  rent.  The  property  includes  public  trust  lands  underlying  the  paper  street  areas 
known  as  Davidson,  Ingalls,  Custer  and  India  Streets,  and  shoreline  areas  in  the  vicinity  (the 
"Plant  Property"),  as  shown  on  Exhibit  A,  attached  hereto.  Between  November  2002  and  March 
2004,  the  City  filed  Administrative  Claims  in  a  PG&E  bankruptcy  proceeding,  of  which  the 
Second,  Third  and  Fifth  were  related  to  the  encroachment  claim,  and  a  Motion  to  Amend  the 
encroachment  claim,  collectively  asserting  that  PG&E  encroached  on  the  91,949  square  feet  of 
property  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Port,  for  which  the  Port  was  entitled  to  payment. 
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On  July  14,  2005,  the  Port  and  PG&E  entered  into  a  settlement  agreement  ("Settlement 
Agreement")  which  among  other  things  settled  the  encroachment  claim  and  set  forth  terms  and 
conditions  for  PG&E's  continued  use  of  the  Plant  Property  until  December  31,  2007.  Pursuant 
to  the  Settlement  Agreement  the  Port  also  agreed  to  lease  a  portion  of  Davidson  Street  to  PG&E, 
commencing  January  1,  2008  to  allow  PG&E  uninterrupted  operation  of  its  sub-station 
switchyard. 

PG&E  represents  that  it  is  currently  in  the  process  of  decommissioning  the  Hunter's  Point  Power 
Plant,  and  conducting  site  remediation  of  hazardous  materials,  and  that  additional  time  is 
reasonably  necessary  in  order  to  complete  their  work.  PG&E  has  requested  an  extension  of  the 
use  of  the  Plant  Property  in  order  to  facilitate  the  completion  of  the  decommissioning  and  site 
remediation  project. 

More  specifically,  the  current  premises  is  approximately  91,949  square  feet  of  land  comprised  of 
approximately  35,465  square  feet  that  is  outside  of  the  100  foot  shoreline  band  (the  "Interior 
Property")  and  approximately  56,484  square  feet  of  land  that  is  within  the  100  foot  shoreline 
band  (the  "Shoreline  Property"),  as  shown  on  Exhibit  B,  attached  hereto. 

PG&E  has  requested  a  4-year  extension  of  the  Interior  Property,  and  an  8-year  extension  with  the 
right  to  extend  the  term  for  periods  of  six  months  at  a  time,  with  Port  approval,  of  the  Shoreline 
Property.  PG&E  has  requested  a  longer  term  for  the  Shoreline  Property  because  it  represents 
that  testing  and  the  extent  of  contamination  is  much  more  difficult  to  determine  within  the 
Shoreline  Property.  Remediation  of  the  Shoreline  Property  may  also  be  more  challenging 
because  of  its  proximity  to  the  Bay. 

On  December  21,  2007,  the  Port  sent  a  letter  to  PG&E  allowing  PG&E  the  continued  use  of  the 
Plant  Property  until  July  31,  2008.  Pursuant  to  Section  4  of  the  Settlement  Agreement  the  parties 
may  by  mutual  agreement  further  extend  the  period  during  which  PG&E  may  occupy  the  Plant 
Property  for  the  aforementioned  purposes,  subject  to  Board  of  Supervisors'  approval  pursuant  to 
Section  9.1 18  of  the  Administrative  Code. 

PROPOSAL 

The  Port  and  PG&E  have  agreed  to  amend  the  Settlement  Agreement  in  order  to:  (i)  extend 
PG&E's  occupancy  of  the  Port's  property,  and  (ii)  to  postpone  the  future  lease  for  a  portion  of 
Davidson  Street  and  update  the  rental  terms  as  described  below. 

Term:  Interior  Property.  The  term  for  the  Interior  Property  shall  be  extended  for 

four  (4)  years,  commencing  on  August  1,  2008  and  terminating  on  July  31, 
2012. 

Shoreline  Property.  The  term  for  the  Shoreline  Property  shall  be  extended 
for  eight  (8)  years,  commencing  on  August  1,  2008  and  terminating  on 
July  31,  2016.  PG&E  shall  have  the  right  to  extend  the  term  for  periods  of 
six  months  at  a  time,  with  the  Port's  approval. 
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Davidson  Street:  Port  and  PG&E  agree  to  execute  a  lease  agreement  for  a  five  (5)  year 

term,  with  a  commencement  date  effective  August  1,  2012  for 
approximately  1,421  square  feet  of  the  Port's  portion  of  property  formerly 
known  as  Davidson  Street,  which  is  within  the  Interior  Property  and 
immediately  adjacent  to  PG&E's  switchyard  and  now  used  as  an  access 
driveway  to  the  switchyard.  PG&E  will  require  the  continued  use  of  the 
1 ,42 1  square  feet  of  Davidson  Street  after  the  Interior  Space  is  terminated 
in  order  to  operate  the  switchyard.  PG&E  shall  pay  to  the  Port  a  rental 
rate  at  commencement  equal  to  the  Port  Commission's  adopted  Monthly 
Rental  Rate  Schedule  for  Fiscal  Year  2012/2013  for  industrial  land, 
adjusted  annually  by  the  CPI,  and  subject  to  the  Port's  standard  form 
Lease  agreement  at  the  time  of  the  Settlement  Agreement. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Port  staff  recommends  that  the  Port  Commission  adopt  the  resolution  urging  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  to  approve  the  amendment  to  the  Settlement  Agreement  between  PG&E  and  the  City 
and  County  of  San  Francisco,  to:  (i)  extend  PG&E's  occupancy  of  Port  property,  and  (ii) 
postpone  the  commencement  of  the  future  lease  for  a  portion  of  Davidson  Street  and  adjust  the 
rental  rate,  as  described  above. 


Prepared  by:     Mark  Lozovoy,  Assistant  Deputy  Director,  Real  Estate 
For:  Susan  Reynolds,  Deputy  Director  of  Real  Estate 


PORT  COMMISSION 
CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

RESOLUTION  NO.  08-52 


WHEREAS, 


Charter  Section  B3.581  empowers  the  Port  Commission  with  the  authority 
and  duty  to  use,  conduct,  operate,  maintain,  manage,  regulate  and  control 
the  lands  within  Port  jurisdiction;  and 


WHEREAS, 
WHEREAS, 


WHEREAS, 


WHEREAS, 


WHEREAS, 


WHEREAS, 


WHEREAS, 


In  April  2001,  PG&E  filed  a  voluntary  petition  for  relief  under  Chapter  1 1 
of  the  Bankruptcy  Code;  and 

In  October  2001,  the  City  filed  a  bankruptcy  claim,  which  asserted 
multiple  debts  and  liabilities,  including  an  encroachment  claim  with 
respect  to  PG&E's  use  of  approximately  91,949  square  feet  of  Port 
property  including  portions  of  Davidson,  Ingalls,  Custer  and  India  Streets 
for  the  Hunter's  Point  Power  Plant  ("the  Plant  Property"),  for  which  the 
Port  claimed  payment  of  rent;  and 

On  July  14,  2005,  the  Port  and  PG&E  entered  into  a  settlement  agreement 
("Settlement  Agreement")  which  among  other  things  settled  the 
encroachment  claim  and  set  forth  terms  and  conditions  for  PG&E's 
continued  use  of  the  Plant  Property  until  December  31,  2007;  and 

The  Settlement  Agreement  requires  the  Port  to  refrain  from  ejecting 
PG&E  from  the  Plant  Property  so  long  as  PG&E's  occupancy  is  necessary 
to  continue  operation  of  the  power  plant  in  accordance  with  an 
Independent  Systems  Operator  order,  and  to  complete  decommissioning  of 
the  plant  and  for  site  remediation;  and 

PG&E  represents  that  it  is  currently  in  the  process  of  decommissioning  the 
Hunter's  Point  Power  Plant,  and  site  remediation  of  hazardous  materials, 
and  that  additional  time  is  reasonably  necessary  in  order  to  complete  the 
project;  and 

The  Settlement  Agreement  requires  the  Port  to  execute  a  lease  with  PG&E 
for  a  five-year  term,  with  a  commencement  date  effective  January  1,  2008, 
for  approximately  1 ,42 1  square  feet  of  Davidson  Street  to  be  used  as  an 
access  driveway  to  PG&E's  switchyard;  and 

PG&E  has  requested  and  Port  staff  proposes  a  4-year  extension  of  the  use 
of  approximately  35,465  square  feet  of  the  Plant  Property  (the  "Interior 
Property")  and  an  8-year  extension  of  the  use  of  approximately  56,484 
square  feet  of  the  Plant  Property  (the  "Shoreline  Property")  in  order  to 
facilitate  the  completion  of  the  decommissioning  and  site  remediation 
project;  and 
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WHEREAS, 


WHEREAS, 


On  December  21,  2007,  the  Port  sent  a  letter  to  PG&E  as  authorized  under 
the  Settlement  Agreement,  which  was  approved  by  the  Port  Commission, 
allowing  PG&E  the  continued  use  of  the  Plant  Property  on  a  month-to- 
month  basis  until  July  31,  2008;  and 

Pursuant  to  Section  4  of  the  Settlement  Agreement  the  parties  may  by 
mutual  agreement  further  extend  the  period  during  which  PG&E  may 
occupy  the  Plant  Property  for  the  aforementioned  purposes,  subject  to 
Board  of  Supervisors'  approval  pursuant  to  Section  9.1 18  of  the 
Administrative  Code;  and 


WHEREAS, 


WHEREAS, 


Both  Port  staff  and  PG&E  have  proposed  to  amend  the  Settlement 
Agreement  to:  (i)  extend  PG&E's  occupancy  of  the  Port's  property,  and 
(ii)  postpone  the  commencement  date  of  the  future  lease  for  a  portion  of 
Davidson  Street  until  August  1,  2012  and  adjust  the  rent  by  applying  the 
Port's  Monthly  Rental  Rate  Schedule  for  Fiscal  Year  2012/2013,  as 
described  above  and  in  the  staff  memorandum  to  the  Port  Commission 
dated  August  5,  2008;  and 

A  copy  of  the  proposed  amendment  to  the  Settlement  Agreement 
containing  the  amendments  described  above  (the  "Amendment  to  the 
Settlement  Agreement")  is  on  file  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Port 
Commission;  now  therefore,  be  it 


RESOLVED, 


That  the  Executive  Director  or  her  designee  is  hereby  authorized  to  make 
any  additions,  amendments  or  other  modifications  to  the  Amendment  to 
the  Settlement  Agreement  that  the  Executive  Director,  in  consultation  with 
the  City  Attorney,  determines  are  in  the  best  interest  of  the  City,  do  not 
materially  increase  obligations  or  liabilities  of  the  City  and  are  necessary 
or  advisable  to  effectuate  the  purpose  and  intent  of  the  amendment;  and  be 
it  further 


RESOLVED, 


That  the  Port  Commission  hereby  urges  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to 
approve  the  Amendment  to  the  Settlement  Agreement  as  such  may  be 
modified  by  the  Executive  Director  in  accordance  with  this  resolution. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Port  Commission  at  its  meeting 
of  August  12,  2008. 


Secretary 


i 
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SAN  FRANCISCO 


MEMORANDUM 


August  5,  2008 


TO: 


FROM: 


SUBJECT: 


MEMBERS,  PORT  COMMISSION 

Hon.  Kimberly  Brandon,  President 

Hon.  Rodney  Fong,  Vice  President 

Hon.  Michael  Hardeman 

Hon.  Ann  Lazarus 

Hon.  Stephanie  Shakofsky 


Monique  Moyer 
Executive  Director 


Request  Approval  of  the  Port's  Revised  Annual  Operating  and  Capital  Budgets 
for  Fiscal  Year  2008-09 


DIRECTOR'S  RECOMMENDATION:  Approve  the  revised  Annual  Operating  and  Capital 
Budgets  for  Fiscal  Year  2008-09 

The  purpose  of  this  item  is  to  request  Port  Commission  approval  of  the  Port's  revised 
Fiscal  Year  2008-09  operating  and  capital  budgets.  Both  budgets  have  changed  since  the  Port 
Commission  reviewed  and  approved  them  on  February  26,  2008  based  on  Mayor  Gavin 
Newsom's  Office  and  Board  of  Supervisors'  review  of  the  Port's  budget  as  well  as  changes 
proposed  by  Port  staff  Each  of  the  material  changes  are  discussed  separately  below. 

The  proposed  Fiscal  Year  2008-09  Overall  Budget  approved  by  the  Port  Commission  in  February 
2008  and  subsequently  amended  and  approved  by  the  Mayor  and  Board  of  Supervisors  Budget 
Committee  is  summarized  as  follows: 
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Sources 

Estimated  Fund  Balance 
Revenue 

Closed  Capital  Projects 
General  Obligation  Bonds 
Total  Sources 

Uses 

Operating  Expense 
Annual  Projects 
Capital  Appropriations 
Operating  Reserve 

Total  Uses 


Budget 

Budget 

FY  2008/09 

FY  2008-09 

Port 

Mayor  & 

Increase  / 

Commission 

BOS 

Decrease 

Approved 

Approved 

Amount 

Percent 

$13,396,258 

$13,396,258 

$0 

0.0% 

64,968,548 

64,538,548 

(430,000) 

-0.7% 

0 

1,106,321 

1,106,321 

0 

200.000 

200.000 

$78,364,806 

$79,241,127 

876.321 

1.1% 

$58,070,534 

$58,966,147 

$895,613 

1.5% 

3,394,683 

4,291,524 

896,841 

26.4% 

7,621,000 

7,141,000 

(480,000) 

-6.3% 

9,278,589 

8,842,456 

(436,133) 

-4.7% 

78.364.806 

79.241.127 

$876,321 

1.1% 

Operating  Reserve  as  a 
Percent  of  Operating 
Expenses 


16% 


15% 


■1% 


As  described  above,  since  February  2008,  the  Port's  operating  budget  has  increased  by  $895,613 
or  1.5%,  annual  projects  has  increased  by  $896,841  or  26%,  the  capital  budget  has  decreased  by 
$480,133  or  6%,  and  the  Port's  operating  reserve  has  decreased  by  $436,133  or  4.7%. 

Each  of  the  substantive  changes  to  the  Port's  FY  2008-09  budget  since  the  Port  Commission 
approved  it  in  February  2008  is  described  in  more  detail  below. 


Revenue 

The  proposed  revenue  budget  of  $79,241,127  million  for  FY  2008-09  is  $876,321  greater  than 
that  which  the  Port  Commission  approved  in  February  2008.  The  $876,321  represents  the 
following  adjustments: 


Revenue 


Amount         Explanation 


Interest  Income 


Meter  Revenues 


Misc  Receipts 


Project  Close-outs 


($700,000) 
$500,000 

($220,000) 

$1,106,321 


General  Obligation  Bonds    $200,000 


Decreased  due  to  declining  interest  rates 

Increased  due  to  installation  of  paystations 
and  demand  based  pricing. 

BART  Tunnel  retrofit  fiinding  included  in  the  Port's 
FY  2007-08  budget  but  not  expected  in  FY  2008-09 

$581,321  associated  with  savings  from  completed 
capital  projects  and  $525,000  associated  with  putting 
the  Amador  Street  Sewer  Main  Project  put  on  hold  until 
the  Port  completes  planning  for  the  Backlands. 

2008  Clean  and  Safe  Neighborhood  Parks  General 
Obligation  bonds  to  be  issued  in  August  2008  of  which 
the  Port  will  receive  $3,644,438.  The  $200,000  in  the 
Port's  FY  2008-09  budget  will  cover  the  conceptual 
engineering  design  of  the  Pier  43  V2  Promenade  project. 
The  balance  of  $3,444,438  will  be  appropriated  through 
a  supplemental  appropriation  in  September  2008. 


Operating  Budget 

The  proposed  FY  2008-09  operating  budget  of  approximately  $58,966,147  is  an  $895,613  or  two 
percent  increase  from  the  budget  approved  by  the  Port  Commission  in  February  2008.  The 
expense  items  that  changed  between  February  2008  when  the  Commission  approved  the  budget 
and  that  approved  by  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  Budget  Committee  is  as  follows: 


Budget 

FY  2008-09 

Budget 

Mayor  and 

FY  2008-09 

BOS 

Increase  /  Decrease 

Commission 

Approved 

Approved 

Budeet 

Amount 

Percent 

Salaries  &  Benefits 

$28,400,777 

$27,036,124 

($1,364,653) 

-4.8% 

City-wide  Overhead 

(49,055) 

538,550 

587,605 

1,198.0% 

Other  Current  Expenses 

9,365,931 

9,315,931 

(50,000) 

-0.5% 

Capital  Outlay 

878,130 

848,058 

(30,072) 

-3.4% 

Fire  Protection 

2,650,501 

2,736,582 

86,081 

3.2% 

ADM  -  Insurance 

2,020,033 

2,100,033 

80,000 

3.9% 

DHR- Workers 

822,132 

826,811 

4,679 

0.5% 

Compensation 

PUC  -  Light,  Heat  &  Power  1,374,386  1,396,419  22,033  1.6% 

All  Other  Departments  2,928,036  4,452,651  1,524,615  52.1% 

Interdepartmental  Recovery  (204.325)  (169.000)  35.325  -17.3% 

Total  $48,186,546  $49,082,159  $895,613  1.9% 

The  major  changes  since  February  2008  are  in  the  line  items  for  Salaries  and  Fringe  Benefits, 
City-wide  Overhead,  and  All  Other  Departments.  Each  of  these  is  described  in  more  detail 
below.  The  remaining  changes  are  primarily  minor  adjustments  to  the  Port's  budget  that  we 
normally  encounter  after  the  Port  Commission  approves  the  budget. 


• 


Salaries  and  Mandatory  Fringe  Benefits  decreased  by  $1,364,653  or  5%.  This  reduction 
reflects  the  following  reductions  that  Mayor  Gavin  Newsom's  Office  requested  the  Port  make 
to  help  fiind  services  provided  by  General  Fund  departments  that  is  described  in  more  detail 
under  Payment  to  All  Other  Departments: 


Deleted  Positions 

Annual  Salary 

6139  Senior  Industrial  Hygienist 

$121,149 

9385  General  Services  Officer 

65,252 

0922  Manager  I 

104,123 

5602  Utility  Specialist 

90,258 

Total  Salaries 

$380,782 

Mandatory  Fringe  Benefits  @  28%  $106.619 

Total  Savings  $487,401 

None  of  these  position  deletions  resulted  in  a  lay-off. 

Reduce  the  FTE  for  the  following  new  positions  in  the  Port's  budget  by  delaying  the  hiring 
dates: 

Delayed  Hire  Positions Annual  Salary 

1.5  to  1.0  FTE  7514  General  Laborer  $56,536 

0.75  to  0.5  FTE  7347  Plumber  44,975 

0.75  to  0.5  FTE  7355  Truck  Driver  36,479 

Total  Salaries  $137,990 

Mandatory  Fringe  Benefits  @  28%  $38,637 

Total  Savings  $176,627 

Other  Position  Changes 

The  Port  moved  a  1.0  FTE  0931  Manager  in  position  in  the  Planning  and  Development 
Division  from  the  operating  budget  to  the  capital  budget  since  it  primarily  works  on  projects 
that  resulted  in  annual  savings  of  $156,682  to  the  Port's  operating  budget.  In  addition,  we 
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transferred  1 .0  FTE  General  Services  Worker  to  the  Municipal  Transportation  Agency 
(MTA)  at  an  annul  savings  of  $83,523  to  maintain  the  Port's  new  parking  meter  paystations 
that  is  described  in  more  detail  below. 

Other  Adjustments  to  Salaries  and  Mandatory  Fringe  Benefits 

In  May  2008  the  Municipal  Executive's  Association  agreed  to  a  3%  salary  reduction  in 
exchange  for  one  additional  week  of  floating  holidays  effective  July  1,  2008  that  saved  the 
Port  approximately  $100,000.  Finally,  we  had  over-estimated  the  amount  required  to  fund 
health  benefits  by  approximately  $350,000. 

•  The  Port's  share  of  City-wide  Overhead  or  "COWCAP"  has  increased  by  $587,605  or 
1,198%  since  Port  Commission  approval  in  February  2008.  The  Port's  budget  submittal  to 
the  Port  Commission  included  a  $777,480  reimbursement  related  to  COWCAP  overcharges 
from  FY  2006-07.  The  City's  practice  has  been  to  rebate  COWCAP  overcharges  in 
subsequent  fiscal  years.  Due  to  the  City's  FY  2008-09  General  Fund  budget  problems,  we 
agreed  to  spread  the  $777,480  reimbursement  over  four  years  or  $194,370  reimbursement  per 
year  without  interest. 

•  Payment  to  All  Other  Departments  has  increased  by  $1,524,615  or  52%  primarily  as  the 
result  of  Mayor  Gavin  Newsom's  Office's  request  that  the  Port  purchase  additional  inter- 
departmental services.  The  Port  agreed  to  purchase  the  following  one-time  services  equal  to 
$1,055,000: 

•  $250,000  for  the  Division  of  Real  Estate  to  provide  1.0  FTE  Property  Manager  to 
negotiate  "hold-over"  leases  for  Port  properties 

•  $250,000  for  the  Police  Department  to  provide  additional  police  services  on  Port  property 

•  $150,000  for  the  Planning  Department  to  provide  expedited  CEQA  review  of  Port 
projects 

•  $80,000  for  the  City's  Office  of  Risk  Management  to  provide  expedited  review  Port  of 
leases  to  ensure  they  conform  with  the  City's  insurance  requirements  and  to  secure  Port 
tenants'  insurance  certificates 

•  $275,000  for  the  Department  of  Public  Works  to  provide  tree  maintenance  and  related 
maintenance  services  along  the  Embarcadero 

•  $50,000  for  the  Mayor's  Office  of  Economic  and  Workforce  Development  to  fund 
additional  assistance  in  entitling  the  Port's  development  efforts  as  well  as  the  Port's  youth 
employment  program 

In  addition,  we  transferred  the  Port's  parking  meter  maintenance  and  coin  collection  services  to 
the  MTA  for  which  there  is  a  new  work-order  of  $382,458  in  the  Port's  FY  2008-09  budget.  The 
remaining  work-order  changes  represent  adjustments  that  result  from  cost  allocation 
methodology  changes  and  changes  to  reflect  labor  MOUs. 

Annual  Projects 

Annual  Projects  increased  by  $898,841  to  fiind  replacement  of  the  Port's  1,000  single  space 
meters  with  125  multi-space  paystations. 


Capital  Budget  Changes 

The  Board  of  Supervisors  cut  $680,000  for  dredging  expense  as  a  result  of  the  Port  not  having  to 
dredge  Pier  35  in  the  spring  of  2008  that  provided  savings  that  could  be  applied  to  the  Port's  FY 
2008-09  dredging  program. 

Additionally,  as  noted  under  Revenue,  the  Port  included  $200,000  in  its  FY  2008-09  capital 
budget  from  its  $3,644,438  portion  of  the  August  2008  issuance  of  the  2008  Clean  and  Safe 
Neighborhood  Parks  GO  Bonds.  The  $200,000  will  fund  conceptual  engineering  design  services 
for  the  Pier  43 '/2  Promenade  project.  The  $3,444,438  balance  will  be  included  in  a  supplemental 
appropriation  that  we  plan  to  submit  to  the  Port  Commission  and  Board  of  Supervisors  in 
September  2008. 

Summary 

The  Port's  current  FY  2008-09  budget  is  significantly  different  from  that  which  the  Port 
Commission  approved  in  February  2008.  The  majority  of  the  amendments  resulted  from  requests 
made  by  Mayor  Gavin  Newsom's  Office.  This  resulted  in  over  $1  million  in  reductions  to  the 
Port's  salary  and  mandatory  fringe  benefit  budgets,  over  $1  million  in  increases  to  services  of 
other  City  departments,  and  an  increased  COWCAP  payment  of  $587,605.  The  Port  balanced 
these  new  expenses  and  maintained  a  15%  operating  reserve  (to  better  prepare  the  Port  to  issue 
revenue  bonds  in  the  summer  of  2009)  by  cutting  capital  projects  from  the  Port's  budget  that 
have  either  been  completed  or  could  be  delayed.  We  will  be  able  to  address  some  of  the  Port's 
deferred  maintenance  needs  through  the  recently  approved  2008  Clean  and  Safe  Neighborhood 
Parks  GO  bond  funds  and  the  revenue  bonds  we  plan  to  issue  in  the  summer  of  2009.  We  are  also 
hopeful  that  we  will  be  able  to  replace  some  of  the  lost  positions  in  subsequent  budgets.  Thus, 
Port  staff  recommends  that  the  Commission  adopt  the  revised  annual  operating  and  capital 
budgets. 


Prepared  by:    Tina  Olson,  Deputy  Director,  Finance  and  Administration 
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PORT  COMMISSION 
CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 


RESOLUTION  NO.  08-53 


WHEREAS,  The  Port  Commission  approved  Operating  and  Capital  Budgets  for  Fiscal  Year 

2008-09  on  February  26,  2008,  by  Resolution  No.  08-10  and  Resolution  08-1 1 
respectively;  and 

WHEREAS,         Following  the  Port  Commission's  approval.  Port  staff  has  amended  the 
budgets  based  on  new  annual  projections  of  revenues  and  costs,  and 
adjustments  requested  by  Mayor  Gavin  Newsom,  as  reflected  in  the  staff 
memorandum  to  the  Commission  dated  August  5,  2008,  recommending 
approval  of  the  revised  budgets;  and 

WHEREAS;  Mayor  Gavin  Newsom  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors'  Budget  Committee 

approved  the  Port's  amendments  to  the  FY  2008-09  Operating  and  Capital 
Budgets;  and 

WHEREAS,  Material  revisions  to  the  Operating  Budget  include:  (a)  an  increase  in 

projected  revenues  from  $78,364,806  to  $79,241,127;  (b)  an  increase  in 
projected  expenses  from  $58,070,534  to  $58,966,147  and;  (c)  an  increase  in 
projected  annual  projects  from  $3,394,683  to  $4,291,524;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Capital  Budget  has  been  reduced  from  $7,621,000  to  $7,141,000;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  proposed  Operating  Reserve  has  been  decreased  from  $9,278,589  to 

$8,842,456,  or  15%  of  the  Port's  operating  expenses;  now  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,        That  the  Port  Commission  hereby  approves  the  revised  Fiscal  Year  2008-09 
Operating  and  Capital  Budgets  as  presented  in  the  staff  memorandum 
recommending  approval  of  the  revised  budgets. 


I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Port  Commission  at  its 
meeting  of  August  12,  2008. 


Secretary 
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SAN  FRANCISCO 

MEMORANDUM 

August  5,  2008 

TO:  MEMBERS,  PORT  COMMISSION 

Hon.  Kimberly  Brandon,  President 
Hon.  Rodney  A.  Fong,  Vice  President 
Hon.  Michael  Hardeman 
Hon.  Ann  Lazarus 
Hon.  Stephanie  Shakofsky 

FROM:        Monique  Moyer 

Executive  Director 

SUBJECT:  Request  authorization  to  issue  Request  for  Proposals  (RFP)  to  hire  a  qualified  financial 
advisor  to  assist  Port  staff  with  debt  financings,  financial  planning,  debt  management, 
and  other  financial  advisory  services  as  needed. 

DIRECTOR'S  RECOMMENDATION:  Adopt  Attached  ResoluUon. 


Background 

On  April  25,  2006  the  Port  Commission  adopted  the  Port's  first  ten-year  capital  plan.  The  purpose 
of  the  plan  is  to  idendfy  the  major  maintenance  and  capital  improvement  needs  of  the  Port's 
facilities,  prioritize  capital  projects,  and  identify  potential  fiinding  sources.  The  maintenance  and 
improvements  will  bring  the  facilities  up  to  current  building  code  standards,  including  seismic 
requirements.  The  latest  annual  update  to  the  plan  was  adopted  by  the  Port  Commission  on 
February  28,  2008.  The  plan  identifies  $1.9  billion  in  improvements,  approximately  $804  million  of 
which  are  expected  to  be  fimded  through  a  combination  of  the  Port's  operating  budget,  future  Port 
revenue  bonds,  Port  tenants,  public/private  development  projects,  and  Infrastructure  Financing 
District  bonds. 

Port  staff  anticipates  issuing  new  bonded  debt  after  the  current  Port  Commission  Refunding 
Revenue  bonds  are  repaid  on  July  1,  2009.  This  andcipated  new  financing  will  be  the  first  of 
several  bond  issues  that  are  expected  over  the  next  several  years.  The  net  proceeds  from  these  new 
bond  offerings  will  be  used  to  pay  for  a  portion  of  the  projects  identified  in  the  ten-year  capital  plan. 

Port  staff  is  seeking  approval  to  issue  a  Request  for  Proposal  (RFP)  to  hire  a  qualified  financial 
advisor  to  assist  staff  with  the  new  debt  financings.  A  financial  advisor  will  assist  Port  staff  in 
obtaining  financing  at  the  lowest  practical  interest  cost  by  providing  the  Port  with  specialized  skills 

This  Print  Covers  Calendar  Item  No.  UB 


\  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

niiiiisiPiiii 


FAX    415  274  0528 


not  possessed  by  Port  staff  including;  extensive  experience  in,  and  an  expert  understanding  of, 
municipal  bond  financing  and  issuance,  bond  sizing  and  structuring,  and  bond  pricing.  A  financial 
advisor  will  also  provide  an  understanding  of  current  capital  market  conditions,  access  to  bond 
trading  desks  at  investment  banks,  and  other  expertise  that  will  assist  staff  in  formulating  financing 
strategies  and  plans  intended  to  meet  the  Port's  objective  of  funding  its  ten  year  capital  plan  in  a 
cost  effective  manner. 

Port  staff  is  proposing  an  original  contract  term  for  financial  advisory  services  of  three  years,  with 
an  option  to  extend  the  term  for  an  additional  period  of  two  years,  which  the  Port  may  exercise  in  its 
sole  and  absolute  discretion. 

Scope  of  Services 

The  following  is  a  description  of  the  major  services  that  the  financial  advisor  will  be  expected  to 
provide  to  the  Port 

1 .  Provide  assistance  with  the  development  of  a  financing  plan  for  the  Port's  ten  year  capital 
program,  including  assistance  in  developing  financial  models  to  evaluate  financing  alternatives. 

2.  Provide  information,  judgments,  and  forecasts  on  general  economic  and  capital  market 
conditions.  Review  new  financial  products  and  techniques  and  advise  Port  staff  on  their 
suitability  for  use  by  the  Port. 

3.  Provide  assistance  with  the  timing,  sizing  and  structuring  of  bond  financings.  Help  Port  staff  to 
determine  the  most  appropriate  method  of  sale  (competitive  or  negotiated),  and  assist  in 
developing  syndication  policies  and  any  other  matters  that  will  meet  the  Port's  objective  of 
obtaining  the  lowest  practical  interest  cost  and  the  widest  competition  of  purchasers  for  its 
securities. 

4.  Assist  Port  staff  with  presentations  to  credit  rating  agencies,  underwriters,  institutional 
investors,  credit  enhancers  (if  applicable),  and  other  capital  market  entities,  as  needed. 

5.  Provide  the  Port  with  an  analysis  of  the  benefit  of  credit  enhancement,  such  as  bond  insurance, 
letters  of  credit,  and  liquidity  facilities.  Assist  in  obtaining  any  credit  enhancement  product  and 
in  negotiating  their  fees  and  terms. 

6.  Provide  advice  and  assistance  to  the  Port  on  reinvestment  strategies  for  bond  proceeds,  bond 
reserve  and  other  funds  associated  with  each  bond  financing. 

7.  Review  and  evaluate  all  bids  for  each  bond  financing,  and  assist  Port  staff  in  negotiating  pricing 
and  bond  allocations. 

8.  Assist  Port  staff  in  the  preparation  and  review  of  all  legal  and  financing  documents  in 
coordination  with  the  City  Attorney  and  other  relevant  parties. 

9.  Participate  in  pre-closing  and  closing  activities  of  all  financings  to  ensure  that  the  financing 
documents  accurately  reflect  the  terms  of  the  transaction.  At  the  completion  of  each  financing, 
prepare  a  summary  of  the  transaction  describing  any  unique  features,  security,  and  other 
characteristics  of  the  transaction. 
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10.  Make  available  qualified  personnel  for  consultations  and  conferences  with  Port  and  City  staff 
and  others  as  required.  Attend  meetings  of  the  Port  Commission,  and  other  public  meetings  as 
needed. 

1 1 .  Perform  other  financial  advisory  services  as  may  be  required  from  time  to  time. 

Selection  Process 

Port  staff  propose  to  procure  the  above  services  through  its  standard  process  for  procurement  of 
professional  services.  Port  staff  will  convene  a  qualified  selection  panel  to  evaluate  and  score  the 
proposals  in  accordance  with  the  RPP  requirements.  The  Port's  Contract  Manager  will  facilitate 
and  monitor  the  following  selection  process  that  will  be  utilized  by  the  selection  panel. 

The  selection  panel  will  evaluate  and  score  the  written  proposals  and  develop  a  short  list  of  the 
highest  ranking  firms  to  interview.  The  panel  will  then  conduct  oral  interviews  with  each  of  the 
short  listed  firms,  and  recommend  award  of  a  contract  to  the  firm  with  the  highest  score  on  the  oral 
interview.  Port  staff  will  return  to  the  Port  Commission  for  their  concurrence  with  the  selection 
panel's  recommendation  and  approval  to  award  the  contract  to  the  recommended  firm. 

Local  Business  Enterprise  (LBE)  Participation 

Upon  review  of  the  anticipated  professionals  needed  to  provide  the  Port  with  the  financial  advisory 
services  described  above,  the  City's  Human  Rights  Commission  (HRC)  has  determined  that  the 
contract  will  have  a  Local  Business  Enterprise  participation  goal  of  twenty  percent  (20%)  of  the 
total  value  of  services  provided.  The  scoring  of  proposals  will  be  weighted  to  provide  preference 
for  LBE  participation,  and  the  Port  and  HRC  representative  will  work  with  the  top  scoring  firm  to 
attempt  to  meet  this  goal. 

Contract  Amount  and  Funding 

The  RFP  sets  the  total  consultant  contract  for  financial  advisory  services  at  $300,000  aggregated 
over  a  five  year  period.  The  contract  will  be  funded  from  the  Port's  annual  operating  budget. 

The  Port  has  budgeted  $100,000  for  these  services  for  FY  2008-09.  Port  staff  intend  to  request  the 
remaining  $200,000  in  subsequent  annual  budgets  through  FY  20013-04  to  fiand  this  contract.  The 
actual  amount  of  funds  requested  annually  will  depend  on  the  Port's  financial  condition,  and  a 
determination  by  Port  staff  of  the  expected  level  of  financial  advisory  services  needed. 

Schedule 

On  July  7,  2008,  Port  staff  received  Civil  Service  Commission  approval  to  contract  out  the  financial 
advisory  services  described  above.  The  proposed  RFP  schedule  is  a  follows: 
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Proposal  Phase 


Date 


RFP  advertised  and  issued 

Pre-submittal  conference 

Deadline  for  submission  of  written  questions 

Proposal  deadline 

Oral  interviews 

Notify  successful  respondent 

Port  Commission  consideration  of 
selected  respondent 


August  20,  2008 
September  4,  2008 
September  15,  2008 
September  24,  2008 
October  22,  2008 
October  23,  2008 

November  18,  2008  (tentative) 


Recommendation 

Port  staff  recommends  that  the  Port  Commission  adopt  the  attached  resolution  authorizing  Port  staff 
to  issue  a  Request  for  Proposal  for  Financial  Advisory  Services. 


Prepared  By:    Lawrence  Brown,  Financial  Analyst 


For: 


Tina  Olson,  Deputy  Director  of  Finance 
and  Administration 
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PORT  COMMISSION 
CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

RESOLUTION  NO.  08-54 


WHEREAS, 


WHEREAS, 
WHEREAS, 


WHEREAS, 
WHEREAS, 

WHEREAS, 


WHEREAS, 


RESOLVED, 


On  April  25,  2006  the  Port  Commission  adopted  the  Port's  first  ten-year  capital 
plan;  the  purpose  of  which  is  to  identify  the  major  maintenance  and  capital 
improvement  needs  of  the  Port's  facilities,  prioritize  capital  projects,  and  identify 
potential  funding  sources;  and 

The  latest  annual  update  to  the  ten  year  capital  plan  was  adopted  by  the  Port 
Commission  on  February  28,  2008;  and 

The  capital  plan  identifies  $1.9  billion  in  improvements,  approximately  $804 
million  of  which  are  expected  to  be  funded  through  a  combination  of  the  Port's 
operating  budget,  future  Port  revenue  bonds,  Port  tenants,  public/private 
development  projects,  and  Infi-astructure  Financing  District  bonds;  and 

Port  staff  anticipates  issuing  new  bonded  debt  after  the  current  Port  Commission 
Refiinding  Revenue  bonds  are  repaid  on  July  1,  2009;  and 

This  anticipated  new  bond  issue  will  be  the  first  of  several  bond  issues  that  are 
expected  over  the  next  several  years,  the  net  proceeds  of  which  will  be  used  to 
pay  for  a  portion  of  the  projects  identified  in  the  Port's  ten-year  capital  plan;  and 

A  financial  advisor  will  assist  Port  staff  in  obtaining  financing  at  the  lowest 
practical  interest  cost  by  providing  specialized  skills  not  possessed  by  Port  staff 
including  extensive  experience  in,  and  an  expert  understanding  of,  municipal 
bond  financing  and  issuance,  bond  sizing  and  structuring,  and  bond  pricing;  and 

A  financial  advisor  will  also  help  Port  staff  to  formulate  financing  strategies  and 
plans  intended  to  meet  the  Port's  objective  of  funding  its  ten  year  capital  plan  in  a 
cost  effective  manner,  and  will  provide  other  financial  advisory  services  as  may 
be  required  by  the  Port  from  time  to  time;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

That  the  Port  Commission  hereby  authorizes  Port  staff  to  issue  a  Request  for 
Proposals  (RFP)  for  Financial  Advisory  Services  as  generally  described  in  the 
attached  staff  report. 


/  hereby  certify  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Port  Commission  at  its  meeting  of 
August  12,  2008. 


Secretary 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PORT  COMMISSION 


AUGUST  12,  2008 
MINUTES  OF  THE  MEETING 


MEMBERS,  PORT  COMMISSION 

HON.  KIMBERLY  BRANDON,  PRESIDENT 

HON.  RODNEY  FONG,  VICE  PRESIDENT 

HON.  MICHAEL  HARDEMAN 

HON.  ANN  LAZARUS 

HON.  STEPHANIE  SHAKOFSKY 


MONIQUE  MOYER,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR 
AMY  QUESADA,  COMMISSION  SECRETARY 


CITY  &  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
PORT  COMMISSION 

MINUTES  OF  THE  MEETING 
AUGUST  12,  2008 

1.  CALL  TO  ORDER  /  ROLL  CALL 

Commission  President  Kimberly  Brandon  called  the  meeting  to  order  at  2:03  p.m.  The 
following  Commissioners  were  present:  Kimberly  Brandon,  Rodney  Fong,  Michael 
Hardeman  and  Stephanie  Shakofsky.  Commissioner  Ann  Lazarus  was  not  present. 

2.  APPROVAL  OF  MINUTES   -     July  8,  2008 

ACTION:  Commissioner  Hardeman  moved  approval;  Commissioner  Fong  seconded  the 
motion.  All  of  the  Commissioners  were  in  favor.  The  minutes  of  the  July  8,  2008  meeting 
were  adopted. 

3.  PUBLIC  COMMENT  ON  EXECUTIVE  SESSION 

4.  EXECUTIVE  SESSION 

A.      Vote  on  whether  to  hold  closed  session  to  confer  with  Legal  Counsel  and  Real 
Property  Negotiator. 

ACTION:  Commissioner  Hardeman  moved  approval;  Commissioner  Fong  seconded 
the  motion.  All  of  the  Commissioners  were  in  favor. 

At  2:05  p.m.,  the  Port  Commission  withdrew  to  executive  session  to  discuss  the 
following: 

(1)  Discussion  of  Executive  Director's  Performance  Evaluation  for  Fiscal  Year 
2008-09  pursuant  to  Section  67.10(b)  of  the  Administrative  Code  and  Section 
54957(b)  of  the  California  Government  Code. 

(2)  CONFERENCE  WITH  LEGAL  COUNSEL  REGARDING  EXISTING 
LITIGATION  MATTER  (DISCUSSION  AND  ACTION  ITEM). 

a.    Discuss  existing  litigation  matter  pursuant  to  California  Government  Code 
Section  54956.9(a)  and  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  Section  67.10(d) 
and  67.12:  (1  case): 

i.  Dennis  O'Shea  v.  City  &  County  of  San  Francisco  (San  Francisco 
Superior  Court  Case  No.  06-449409):  Discussion  and  approval  of 
proposed  settlement  of  existing  litigation  upon  terms  that  include 
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payment  by  the  City,  through  the  Port  Commission,  of  $15,000  in 
settlement  of  all  claims,  conditioned  on  plaintiffs  provision  of 
information  to  the  City,  dismissal  of  all  of  plaintiff  s  claims,  and  the 
plaintiffs  and  Port's  mutual  and  final  release  of  all  claims  against 
each  other  related  to  the  litigation. 

(3)     CONFERENCE  WITH  REAL  PROPERTY  NEGOTIATOR  -  This  is 

specifically  authorized  under  California  Government  Code  Section  54956.8. 
This  session  is  closed  to  any  non-Citv/Port  representative.  * 

a.  Propertv:  Pier  80 

Person  Negotiating:  Port:  Peter  Dailey,  Deputy  Director,  Maritime 
*Metropolitan  Stevedore  Company  (dba  Metro  Ports):  John  Hampton,  Chief 
Financial  Officer 

b.  Property:  Pier  Vi 

Person  Negotiating:  Port:  Byron  Rhett,  Deputy  Director,  Planning  & 

Development 

*Equitv  Office  Partners:  Harout  Hagopian 

c.  Property:  AB  8719,  Lot  002,  also  known  as  Seawall  Lot  337,  AB  9900,  Lot 
62,  also  known  as  China  Basin  Park,  and  AB  9900,  Lot  048  and  AB  9900, 
Lot  048H,  also  known  as  Pier  48  (all  bounded  generally  by  China  Basin,  the 
San  Francisco  Bay,  Mission  Rock  Street,  and  Third  Street) 

Person  Negotiating:  Port:  Byron  Rhett,  Deputy  Director,  Planning  & 

Development 

*Negotiafing  Parties: 

(1)  Kenwood  Investment,  LLC,  Boston  Properties,  Wilson,  Meany  Sullivan 

(2)  San  Francisco  Giants,  The  Cordish  Company,  Farallon  Capital 
Management 

RECONVENE  IN  OPEN  SESSION 

At  3:27  p.m.,  the  Commission  withdrew  from  executive  session  and  reconvened  in  open 
session. 

ACTION:  Commissioner  Fong  made  a  motion  to  adjourn  executive  session  and  reconvene 
in  open  session;  Commissioner  Hardeman  seconded  the  motion.  All  of  the  Commissioners 
were  in  favor. 

ACTION:  Commissioner  Fong  made  a  motion  to  not  disclose  any  information  discussed 
in  executive  session  except  for  the  approval  of  the  settlement  of  O'Shea  v.  City  &  County 
of  San  Francisco  on  the  following  terms:  (1)  Dennis  O'Shea  and  the  City  mutually  release 
all  claims  against  each  other;  (2)  Dennis  O'Shea  cooperates  by  providing  information  to 
the  City  regarding  his  allegations;  (3)  the  City  pays  to  Mr.  O'Shea  the  amount  of 
$15,000;  and  (4)  Dennis  O'Shea  dismisses  his  claim  against  the  City.  Commissioner 
Hardeman  seconded  the  motion.  All  of  the  Commissioners  were  in  favor. 
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6.  ANNOUNCEMENT  OF  PROHIBITION  OF  SOUND  PRODUCING  DEVICES 
DURING  THE  MEETING 

The  Port  Commission  Secretary  announced  that  the  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones, 
pagers,  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting. 
Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any 
person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone,  pager,  or  other  similar  sound- 
producing  electronic  device. 

7.  EXECUTIVE 

A.      Executive  Director's  Report:  Executive  Director  Monique  Moyer  reported  the 
following: 

•  Festival  of  Sail  -  July  23-27,  2008  -  The  Festival  of  Sail  executive  director  is  still 
compiling  the  numbers  from  this  event  and  has  asked  the  Port  to  defer  the 
announcement  until  the  next  meeting.  The  Eagle,  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard  vessel, 
came  in  to  Port  at  the  opening  day  of  the  festival.  The  weather  could  not  have 
been  perfect  and  the  event  seemed  to  be  a  great  success.  This  item  will  either  be 
re-agendized  or  staff  will  send  the  Commission  a  memo.  She  thanked  Denise 
Turner  and  Renee  Dunn  for  their  efforts  in  making  that  event  happened. 

•  Illinois  Street  Bridge  Opening  -  July  24.  2008  -  The  Port  had  a  soft  opening  of 
the  bridge  on  July  16,  2008.  Staff  wanted  to  have  loads  go  across  the  bridge  and 
closed  it  for  24  hours  to  test  the  bascule  lift.  The  true  opening  occurred  on  July 
24,  2008.  The  Port  has  been  getting  positive  feedback  from  the  trucking 
community  which  includes  some  of  our  tenants.  We  look  forward  to  many  long 
years  and  being  able  to  aggressively  market  that  rail  access  to  Pier  80  once  again. 
She  commended  Kim  von  Blohn  from  the  Engineering  division,  David  Beaupre 
from  Planning  and  other  Port  staff  who  worked  tirelessly  on  the  bridge  project  for 
many  years.  She  also  thanked  the  members  of  the  community  such  as  the 
Southern  Waterfront  Advisory  Committee,  the  Maritime  Commerce  Advisory 
Committee,  the  Central  Waterfront  Advisory  Group  and  the  Friends  of  Islais 
Creek  and  our  southern  waterfront  tenants.  Funding  for  the  bridge  came  from  nine 
sources  which  included  the  Port,  Federal  SAFETEA  program.  State 
Transportation  Funds,  Catellus,  City  Prop  K,  ABAG,  Norcal,  Bode  and  Cemex. 
The  Port  is  grateful  for  the  assistance  it  received. 

•  "Cool  Globes:  Hot  Ideas  for  a  Cooler  Planet"  at  Crissv  Field.  August  5-12, 
2008.  Cool  Globes  officially  kicked  off  on  August  5,  2008.  The  globes  located  on 
Port  property  are  in  Harry  Bridges  Plaza,  ferry  plaza,  AT&T  Park  and  Pier  39. 
Cool  Globes:  Hot  Ideas  for  a  Cooler  Planet"  is  public  art  campaign  that  aims 

to  increase  awareness  about  global  warming. 


• 


Sunday  Streets  -  August  31  and  September  14.  2008  -  There  will  be  road  closures 
along  the  Port's  waterfront  effective  from  9  a.m.  to  1  p.m.  The  Port  received  a  lot 
of  positive  feedback  from  our  southern  waterfront  tenants  and  neighbors  who  are 
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looking  forward  to  the  activity  there.  The  Port  also  received  a  lot  of  angry  and 
disappointed  feedback  from  the  Fisherman's  Wharf  community  who  are 
concerned  that  it  will  restrict  traffic  into  the  Fisherman's  Wharf  area  particularly 
on  such  an  important  weekend.  This  is  a  city  program,  not  the  Port's.  We  have 
very  little  say  on  how  it  unfolds.  The  Mayor  has  called  this  pilot  program. 
Depending  on  how  they  go,  it  may  or  may  not  continue  in  the  fiiture.  On 
September  14,  there  will  be  two  cruise  vessels  in  Port  at  Pier  35,  one  of  which  is  a 
full  turnaround,  i.e.  passengers  will  disembark  and  new  passengers  will  embark. 
We  are  working  hard  with  other  city  agencies  to  make  sure  that  drivers  are 
appropriately  noticed  on  how  to  get  around  the  street  closures  and  get  to  their 
destination  in  the  northern  waterfront. 

•     La  Mar  Cebicheria  Peruana,  Pier  V/i  Restaurant  scheduled  to  open  September  18, 
2008  -  Occupying  1 1 ,000  square  feet  of  space  at  Pier  1  Yi,  the  Peruvian  restaurant 
will  feature  a  Pisco  bar  on  the  Embarcadero,  a  cebiche  bar,  a  full  restaurant  in 
what  was  once  the  Delta  King  &  Queen's  Waiting  Room  and  a  stunning  outdoor 
patio  on  the  Bay.  We  are  looking  forward  to  yet  another  lovely  place  to  eat  on  the 
waterfront, 

B.      Informational  presentation  regarding  the  Annual  Contracting  Activity  Quarterly 
Report  -  Fiscal  Year  2007/08:  4th  Quarter  Period  April  1,  2008  through  June  30, 
2008. 

Norma  Nelson,  Contract  Manager,  indicated  that  this  report  highlights  the  Port 
contracting  activities  on  an  annual  basis  and  for  the  4'  quarter  for  the  FY  2007-08. 
This  report  is  presented  to  comply  with  the  Port  Commission's  policy  in  authorizing 
the  Executive  Director  to  enter  into  contracts  and  other  policies  directed  by  the  Mayor 
and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  as  well  as  agreements  with  Local  21,  as  a  collective 
bargaining  unit,  most  impacted  by  the  outsourcing  of  professional  services.  At  the 
conclusion  of  each  quarter  during  this  fiscal  year,  the  Port  Commission  has  received  a 
quarterly  report  of  the  Port's  contracting  activities.  This  report  initially  included  only 
reporting  for  the  as-needed  professional  service  contracting;  however,  as  requested  by 
the  Port  Commission  and  as  required  by  the  SF  Administrative  Code  Section  14B,  the 
report  has  been  broadened  to  include  all  of  the  Port's  contracted  services.  This  report 
does  not  include  transactions  that  do  not  require  written  contract  agreement  such  as 
those  that  would  be  handled  on  a  purchase  order  to  procure  office  supplies  and  alike. 
This  report  does  cover  contract  amounts,  identify  firms  receiving  prime  contracts,  and 
disadvantaged  enterprise  business  subcontract  participation.  The  Port's  overall  goal 
for  disadvantaged  or  local  business  enterprise  participation  is  20%. 

Approximately  over  a  12-month  period,  the  Port  Commission  authorized  12  as- 
needed  professional  service  contracts  that  all  fit  within  a  four  pool  category  consisting 
of:  (1)  architectural  and  engineering  contracts  -  two  were  awarded;  (2)  environmental 
contracts  -  three  were  awarded;  (3)  real  estate  economics  and  related  services  -  four 
were  awarded;  (4)  construction  support  services  -  three  contracts  were  awarded.  The 
as-needed  contracts  are  accessed  by  the  issuance  of  contract  service  orders  when 
services  are  required.  However,  a  notice  is  sent  to  other  city  departments  as  well  as 
Local  21  to  determine  if  the  services  can  be  provided  by  City  staff  first.  As  indicated 
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on  page  3  of  the  staff  report,  the  Port  has  exceeded  the  20%  local  business  enterprise 
goal  with  31.4%  of  the  as-needed  contracts  going  to  LBEs.  A  total  of  $599,885  in 
contract  service  orders  were  issued  during  the  quarter  with  $188,340  going  to  LBEs. 
Further  details  on  each  of  these  transactions  are  included  in  the  discussion  detail 
portion  of  the  report.  During  the  4"^  quarter,  the  Port  did  not  directly  award  any 
formal  professional  service  contracts  or  construction  service  contracts.  However,  the 
Port  issued  one  informal  contract  in  the  amount  of  $9,800  to  URS  Corporation  to 
assist  the  Port  with  emergency  preparedness  training. 

The  summary  of  the  Port's  contracting  activity  on  an  annual  basis  is  included  on  page 
3  of  the  staff  report.  There  are  six  categories  of  contracts.  They  include  the  as-needed 
professional  service  contracts.  For  the  entire  fiscal  year  for  2007-08,  21.76%  of  all  of 
the  contracts  went  to  LBEs.  Out  of  the  $1,901,058,  $551,219  went  to  LBEs.  Under 
the  general  services  contract  category  which  includes  the  unarmed  guard  security 
services  contracts,  the  janitorial  contracts,  etc.  20%  of  those  transactions  went  to 
LBEs  out  of  the  total  amount  awarded  of  $630,955.  The  Port  issued  only  one  formal 
professional  services  contract  during  this  fiscal  year  for  the  Pier  35  substructure  repair 
project  in  the  amount  of  $249,341.  23%  of  that  contract  went  to  LBEs.  That  contract 
is  still  in  the  process  of  being  completed.  In  the  informal  professional  services 
contracting  category,  contracts  that  are  $29,000  or  less,  a  total  of  $11 7,425  was 
awarded  and  $50,000  of  which  went  to  LBEs.  That  amount  was  not  a  subcontract;  it 
was  a  set-aside  that  was  exclusively  for  LBE  firms  to  compete  for.  Under 
construction  services,  the  Port  awarded  $6,471,951  and  19.04%  of  which  went  to 
LBEs.  For  the  Information  Technology,  96.8%  of  those  contracts  went  to  LBEs 
primarily  consisting  of  contracts  through  XTech,  which  provided  a  number  of 
services  to  the  Port  with  the  Oracle  system  upgrade.  Of  the  $9,771,730  that  was 
awarded,  $2,405,190  went  to  LBE  firms,  consisting  of  24.6%;  therefore,  exceeding 
the  20%  subcontracting  goal. 

Included  in  the  report  is  a  comparison  of  the  DBE  or  LBE  participation  goal  from  last 
fiscal  year  to  this  fiscal  year  to  indicate  the  progress  the  Port  is  making  in  meeting 
those  requirements.  As  indicated,  over  the  two-year  period,  the  Port  exceeded  the 
20%  LBE  participation  goal.  In  addition  to  the  subcontracting  goals,  the  SF 
Administrative  Code  also  requires  an  armual  report  to  the  Mayor  as  to  the  steps  city 
departments  take  to  assure  non-discrimination  against  MBE,  WBE  and  other  local 
DBE  and  a  list  of  those  activities  are  also  included  in  the  report.  They  apply  not  only 
to  the  contracts  described  in  the  staff  report  but  also  leases,  concessions,  development 
projects  that  the  Port  is  engaged  in.  With  respect  to  the  goals,  the  annual  goal  for  the 
Port  is  20%  for  subcontracting.  Port  staff  has  requested  HRC  staff  to  re-evaluate  our 
subcontracting  goals  on  an  annual  basis  to  ensure  that  those  goals  reasonably  reflect 
what  the  Port  is  able  to  achieve  in  meeting  the  LBE  participation  requirements.  We 
anticipate  getting  more  information  soon. 

Commissioner  Hardeman  commended  Ms.  Nelson  for  a  good  job.  It's  a  very  tough 
job;  not  a  lot  of  romance  to  it  but  Ms.  Nelson  does  a  good  job  and  make  it  palatable 
for  all  of  us. 
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Susan  Phelan  asked  about  the  20%  goal  for  minorities.  She  asked  if  it  is  a  total  of 
40%  for  local  minority  businesses.  Ms.  Nelson  replied  that  the  20%  subcontracting 
goal  applies  locally.  There  are  no  specific  goals  for  minority,  women  or  other  local 
business  enterprises.  The  20%  subcontracting  goal  is  for  local  businesses  regardless 
of  race  or  gender. 

Commissioner  Brandon  echoed  Commissioner  Hardeman's  remarks.  Ms.  Nelson  has 
done  a  wonderful  job  and  she  thanked  all  Port  staff  for  helping  Ms.  Nelson  not  only 
reach  but  exceed  the  goals.  The  Port  has  done  a  great  job  since  the  last  fiscal  year. 
She  thanked  everyone  for  their  efforts. 

8.  CONSENT 

A.  Request  approval  of  Lease  No.  L-14564  and  License  E-14589  with  Portco,  Inc.,  for  a 
Ten  Year.  180-Dav  Lease  for  premises  located  at  360  Jefferson  Street.  (Resolution 
No.  08-47) 

Commissioner  Fong  recused  himself  from  voting  on  Item  8A. 

ACTION:  Commissioner  Hardeman  moved  approval;  Commissioner  Shakofsky 
seconded  the  motion.  Three  of  the  Commissioners  were  in  favor;  Resolution  No.08- 
47  was  approved. 

B.  Request  authorization  to  advertise  for  competitive  bids  for  the  Pier  45  Drainage 
Improvements  Project.  Contract  2719.  (Resolution  No.  08-48) 

C.  Request  authorization  to  increase  the  amount  of  Contract  Service  Orders  to  Weiss 
Associates  for  as-needed  environmental  consulting  services  by  the  sum  of  $100.000, 
thereby  resulting  in  a  cumulative  total  of  $261,897  for  such  services.  (Resolution  No. 
08-49) 

D.  Request  approval  of  amendment  of  Port  Commission  Resolution  08-24  to  authorize 
the  Executive  Director  to  execute  a  contract  with  Cochran,  Inc.  for  the  installation  of 
shoreside  power  equipment  at  Pier  27  for  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $3,200,000. 
(Resolution  No.  08-50) 

ACTION:  Commissioner  Hardeman  moved  approval;  Commissioner  Shakofsky 
seconded  the  motion.  All  of  the  Commissioners  were  in  favor;  Resolution  Nos.  08-48, 
08-49  and  08-50  were  adopted. 

9.  PLANNING  &  DEVELOPMENT 

A.      Request  Approval  of  Amended  and  Restated  Exclusive  Negotiation  Agreement,  and 
of  Amended  and  Restated  Term  Sheet,  with  the  Exploratorium  for  Lease  and 
Development  of  Pier  15  and  Pier  17  on  The  Embarcadero  at  Green  Street.  (Resolution 
No.  08-51) 
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Jennifer  Sobol,  Project  Manager,  indicated  that  staff  is  presenting  for  the 
Commission's  consideration  and  approval  an  amended  ENA  and  an  amended  Term 
Sheet  between  the  Port  and  the  Exploratorium  for  the  lease  and  development  of  Piers 
15  and  17.  Port  staff  executed  an  ENA  with  the  Exploratorium  in  March  2006.  Since 
that  time,  the  Exploratorium  has  been  diligently  pursuing  its  design  plan, 
environmental  review  and  regulatory  approvals.  Last  year,  the  Exploratorium 
approached  the  Port  about  two  major  concerns  that  it  had  in  doing  its  due  diligence 
investigations.  The  first  was  that  the  total  development  cost  of  the  project  had 
increased  significantly  from  $97  million  to  $175  million  due  to  an  increase  in 
construction  cost  and  due  to  increase  in  the  substructure  repair  cost  after  a  thorough 
analysis  and  investigation.  Their  second  concern  was  they  wanted  more  flexibility  for 
their  future  planning  and  their  decision  to  expand  into  Pier  17.  In  response  to  these 
concerns,  Port  staff  has  been  negotiating  with  the  Exploratorium  and  proposed 
documents  that  are  set  forth  in  the  staff  report.  Staff  are  proposing  to  grant  a  bigger 
rent  credit  to  the  Exploratorium  to  pay  for  the  increase  substructure  cost  in  Pier  15 
and  proposing  to  add  Pier  17  to  the  premises  so  that  they  have  the  flexibility  of  when 
they  want  to  expand  the  museum.  The  amended  term  sheet  which  has  been  negotiated 
will  be  attached  as  an  exhibit  to  the  amended  ENA  and  the  terms  are  set  forth  in  the 
staff  report.  These  are  not  contractually  binding  yet.  Until  the  transaction  documents 
are  negotiated  and  approved  by  the  Port  Commission,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and 
signed  by  the  parties,  they  do  not  become  contractually  binding.  The  key  changes  in 
the  amended  term  sheet  are  that  staff  added  Pier  1 7  to  the  premises  and  eliminated  the 
option  to  expand  into  Pier  17  in  the  17"^  year  of  the  lease  term.  They  would  take  Pier 
15  and  17  at  the  same  time.  Either  party  can  terminate  the  Pier  17  portion  however,  if 
after  1 7  years,  the  Exploratorium  is  not  utilizing  the  pier  primarily  for  a  museum  or 
they  haven't  done  the  repair  work  which  is  the  seismic  and  substructure  repairs  to 
Pier  17.  The  base  rent  at  Pier  15,  the  rental  rates  are  the  same.  We've  added  in  an 
amount  for  the  space  at  Pier  15  that  will  be  vacated  by  Bay  Delta  if  they  are  relocated 
to  Pier  17.  The  annual  rent  at  Pier  15  is  approximately  $978,000.  On  Pier  17,  the  rent 
would  be  the  market  rate  as  of  June  2008,  less  10%  for  assumed  operating  utility 
vacancy  expenses.  This  is  in  recognition  that  they  are  leasing  the  entire  pier  and  they 
are  taking  all  of  the  maintenance  and  repair  responsibilities.  It  has  the  usual  rent 
adjustments  and  percentage  rent  and  parking  provisions. 

The  other  major  change  in  the  amended  term  sheet  is  the  rent  credit  at  Pier  15.  As 
noted  in  the  staff  report  and  on  other  occasions,  the  substructure  at  Pier  15  is 
deteriorated.  It's  one  of  our  most  dilapidated  piers.  There  are  many  areas  that  are  load 
restricted  so  that  heavy  vehicles  cannot  drive  on  it.  The  Port  will  not  be  able  to 
continue  interim  leasing  at  the  pier.  Unless  it  is  repaired  eventually,  the  Port  would 
not  be  able  to  continue  to  receive  revenue  on  Pier  15.  In  the  original  term  sheet,  staff 
negotiated  rent  credit  of  $18.4  million  which  represented  the  Port's  best  estimate  of 
what  it  would  take  the  Port  to  repair  the  substructure  at  Pier  1 5  to  continue  interim 
leasing.  That  did  not  include  any  seismic  upgrades.  Assuming  an  interest  of  5.5%  on 
that  amount  less  historic  tax  credits,  staff  estimated  at  that  time  that  it  would  take 
approximately  29  years  to  amortize  that  amount  against  the  base  rent.  After  more  due 
diligence  investigations  and  thorough  analysis  of  the  substructure,  the  Exploratorium 
determined  that:  (1)  their  total  development  cost  increased  to  $175  million  and  that 
the  substructure  work  at  Pier  15,  not  including  seismic  upgrade  was  $29.2  million. 
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This  amount  was  confirmed  by  an  outside  engineering  firm  that  the  Port  retained. 
Based  on  this  more  detailed  structural  analysis  and  also  acknowledging  that 
construction  costs  have  escalated  over  the  past  two  years,  Port  staff  is  recommending 
that  the  Port  grant  an  increase  in  the  rent  credit  to  more  accurately  reflect  the  actual 
cost  to  repair  the  Pier  15  substructure.  Applying  this  rent  credit  amount,  the  $29.2 
million,  against  100%  of  the  base  rent  and  adding  compounded  interest  at  5.5%  per 
year  on  the  outstanding  balance,  staff  calculate  that  the  number  of  years  to  fully 
amortize  this  amount  would  be  50  years.  It  could  conceivably  take  a  little  more  or  less 
than  50  years  depending  on  how  quickly  the  rent  escalates  and  how  much  they  get  in 
tax  credits.  For  simplicity  sake,  the  parties  agreed  to  a  fixed  50-year  rent  credit.  That 
means  there  will  be  no  cash  flow  on  Pier  15  from  base  rent;  however,  the  Port  could 
get  percentage  rent  if  it  exceeds  the  base  rent.  The  Port  would  also  be  receiving  rent 
from  the  subleases  at  Pier  17  and  will  continue  to  get  parking  revenue  from  SWL  321. 
Although  the  rent  credit  period  proposed  is  lengthy,  the  deterioration  at  Pier  1 5  is 
significant.  The  Port  does  not  have  the  fiands  to  repair  the  structure  or  to  maintain  the 
Pier  for  66  years.  By  using  the  Exploratorium's  capital  to  repair  Pier  15,  the  Port 
would  be  preserving  and  restoring  these  valuable  historic  resources.  The  Port  would 
be  providing  a  new  permanent  home  for  the  Exploratorium  and  providing  a  new, 
cultural  institution  on  the  waterfront  to  attract  visitors  and  residents.  It  also  provides 
four  rent  credits  on  Pier  1 7  if  and  when  the  Exploratorium  decides  to  expand  the 
museum.  They  would  have  to  do  substantial  substructure  repairs  so  staff  negotiated  a 
rent  credit  for  substructure  only,  not  seismic.  The  amount  will  be  determined  at  that 
time  and  it  would  be  based  on  plans  and  specs  that  they  would  submit  to  the  Port  at 
that  time.  The  Port  would  allow  for  compounding  of  interest  and  the  rent  credit  could 
not  commence  until  the  1 1'*'  year.  The  Port  will  receive  rent  for  the  first  ten  years  of 
the  lease  at  Pier  17. 

The  amended  ENA  has  minor  amendments  that  attaches  the  amended  and  restated 
term  sheet.  It  extends  the  deadline  for  the  tri-party  agreement  that  staff  are  negotiating 
between  Bay  Delta,  the  Port  and  the  Exploratorium.  It  adds  a  new  benchmark 
requiring  the  Exploratorium  to  provide  evidence  to  the  Port  of  receipt  of  pledges 
totaling  at  least  50%  of  the  total  development  cost  of  the  project  and  receive  at  least 
50%  of  those  pledges  in  cash  by  the  expiration  date  of  the  ENA,  which  is  February 
2009. 

Ms.  Sobol  requested  the  following:  the  Port  Commission  approve  the  terms  of  the 
amended  ENA  and  amended  term  sheet;  authorize  and  direct  the  Executive  Director 
to  execute  the  amended  ENA  with  the  understanding  that  the  final  terms  and 
conditions  of  documents  negotiated  between  the  parties  during  the  ENA  period  would 
be  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Port  Commission;  the  Port  Commission  authorize 
and  direct  the  Executive  Director  to  present  the  amended  term  sheet  to  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  for  its  review  and  endorsement;  authorize  the  Executive  Director  to 
waive  or  extend  the  deadlines  of  the  performance  benchmarks  including  the  right  to 
impose  conditions. 

Ernestine  Weiss  indicated  that  considering  all  the  conditions  and  deterioration  of  the 
piers  and  the  cost  to  fix  them,  she  urged  the  Commission  to  go  ahead  and  allow 
Exploratorium  to  also  lease  Pier  17. 

-8- 


Judy  Gerber  supports  the  Exploratorium's  proposal.  She  is  a  7'  grade  Science  teacher 
at  Martin  Luther  King  Middle  School  in  the  Portola  district  and  previously  taught  at 
Luther  Burbank  Middle  School  in  the  Excelsior.  She  is  a  San  Francisco  resident  and 
parent  of  two  college  students  who  graduated  from  San  Francisco  public  schools. 
Exploratorium's  move  to  the  Embarcadero  will  help  San  Francisco  students  whether 
they  go  to  the  museum  or  not  because  of  the  Exploratorium  Teachers  Institute.  The 
Teachers  Institute  has  been  critical  to  her  success  as  a  teacher.  Through  it,  she's 
always  learning  more  science  and  more  importantly,  improving  her  ability  to  deliver 
the  curriculum  to  middle  school  students.  The  Institute  also  offers  workshops  that 
give  new  teachers  concrete  ideas  for  organization,  classroom  management,  grading, 
using  the  textbooks,  etc.  All  the  nitty-gritty  how-to's  they  couldn't'  get  in  credential 
programs.  Teachers  Institute,  science  and  math  workshops  help  them  deepen  their 
understanding  of  the  material  they  are  teaching  and  give  them  practice  with  accessible 
creative  ways  to  deliver  the  material  to  their  students.  As  San  Francisco  Unified  puts 
more  and  more  emphasis  in  closing  the  achievement  gap  in  the  student  population, 
the  hands-on  method  they  learn  at  the  Exploratorium  go  along  way  towards  reaching 
that  goal.  She  has  little  doubt  she  would  not  be  a  teacher  today  if  it  were  not  for  the 
Exploratorium  Teachers  Institute.  As  a  new  teacher,  she  received  no  mentoring  or 
support  from  the  district.  Along  with  the  workshops,  the  Exploratorium  provided  her 
with  a  coach  and  mentor-led  support  group.  They  gave  her  useful  feedback,  lesson 
ideas,  materials,  support  on  a  tough  days  and  her  coach  even  came  and  painted  the 
trashed  out  section  of  her  classroom;  her  idea.  Other  museums  offer  workshops  that 
have  been  useful  but  as  far  as  she  can  tell,  the  Teachers  Institute  is  the  only  one  that 
gives  new  math  and  science  teachers  ongoing  support  on  the  nearly  impossible  first 
years  of  teaching.  She  remains  an  active  participant  in  the  Teachers  Institute  and 
spent  this  summer  in  their  mentoring  program.  She  feels  lucky  to  be  able  to 
participate  in  the  Institute  as  space  is  limited  in  workshops,  which  often  fill  up 
rapidly.  It's  great  to  know  that  this  proposed  move  will  open  up  more  space  for  the 
Teachers  Institute.  She's  talking  mostly  about  her  involvement  with  the 
Exploratorium.  She's  always  taught  in  the  southeast  side  of  the  city,  taking  a  group  of 
students  to  the  Exploratorium  at  its  current  location  has  always  been  a  daunting  idea 
as  all  of  their  field  trips  depend  on  Muni,  Assigning  students  to  drop  in  at  the  museum 
on  a  free  day  is  also  unrealistic  as  the  Marina  may  as  well  be  Santa  Rosa  to  most  of 
the  students.  With  the  museum  moving  to  the  Embarcadero,  it  will  finally  be 
accessible  to  the  city's  most  marginalized  population  along  with  everyone  else.  Her 
students  will  benefit  from  that.  Its  location  also  impacted  her  son.  Her  son  is  a  science 
major  and  wanted  to  work  at  the  Exploratorium  in  high  school  but  couldn't  figure  out 
a  way  to  get  from  the  southeast  side  of  the  City  over  to  the  museum.  A  location  at  the 
Embarcadero  would  have  been  so  much  easier.  The  Exploratorium  is  one  of  the  city's 
gems  throughout  the  bay  area  and  even  nationally.  Teachers  are  providing  their 
students  with  curriculum  that  will  develop  science  literate  citizens,  thanks  to  the 
Teachers  Institute.  She  would  not  have  gotten  through  the  first  critical  years  without 
it. 

Dennis  Bartels,  Executive  Director  of  the  Exploratorium,  thanked  the  Port 
Commission  for  their  support  in  this  effort  and  in  particular,  thanked  Monique  Moyer 
and  her  staff,  who  through  their  extraordinary  efforts  to  take  a  second  look  at  the 
arrangements  and  come  up  with  these  new  terms,  show  proof  that  the  city  and  the 


I 


M08 122008 


Port  are  as  enthusiastic  about  this  project  and  wanted  to  see  it  happen  as  badly  as  they 
do. 

Commissioner  Brandon  indicated  that  this  was  a  challenging  negotiation.  She  thanked 
Jennifer  Sobol  and  the  Planning  team  for  their  efforts. 

ACTION:  Commissioner  Hardeman  moved  approval;  Commissioner  Shako fsky 
seconded  the  motion.  All  of  the  Commissioners  were  in  favor;  Resolution  No.  08-51 
was  adopted. 

B.      Informational  briefing  on  the  status  of  the  Pier  70  Master  Planning  Process. 

David  Beaupre,  Planning  and  Development,  acknowledged  the  other  members  of  the 
Pier  70  planning  team:  Carol  Bach,  environmental  investigation;  Mark  Paez, 
historical  preservation  analysis;  Kathleen  Diohep  and  Jonathan  Stem,  financial 
feasibility  analysis  and  Diane  Oshima.  The  Pier  70  area  is  a  65-acre  site  located  along 
San  Francisco's  Central  Waterfront  just  south  of  Mission  Bay,  bounded  by  Mariposa 
Street  to  the  north,  Illinois  Street  to  the  west,  22"^*  Street  to  the  sound  and  San 
Francisco  Bay  to  the  east.  The  project  is  to  develop  a  preferred  master  plan  for  the  65 
acre  brownfield  site,  to  create  an  adaptive  reuse  of  the  historic  structures  and  new 
development  that  reconciles  numerous  regulatory,  economic,  maritime,  historic 
preservation  open  space  and  shoreline  access  issues  and  develop  a  plan  through  a 
community  planning  process.  He  showed  a  diagram  that  illustrates  the  community 
planning  process,  historical  preservation  analysis,  environmental  analysis,  economic 
and  planning  analysis  and  the  work  to  be  done.  In  July  2007,  Port  staff  held  a  public 
workshop  and  provided  an  overview  and  the  foundation  for  the  planning  process.  In 
November  2007,  staff  presented  the  framework  concept  plan.  In  July  2008,  staff 
presented  the  elements  of  the  draft  preferred  master  plan. 

The  preferred  master  plan  product  will  include  an  approach  to  the  historic 
preservation,  identification  of  appropriate  types  of  uses,  identification  of  open  space 
areas,  criteria  for  historic  preservation  and  new  in-fill  development,  reconciliation  of 
the  regulatory  issues  and  understanding  of  the  environmental  constraints,  the 
recommended  financing  approaches  and  plan  that  allows  for  flexibility  to  achieve  the 
goals  and  include  development  implementation  strategy.  The  goals  are  to  preserve  the 
existing  ship  repair  operations,  rehabilitate  the  important  historic  resources,  provide 
shoreline  open  space,  conduct  environmental  remediation  and  clean-up  and  develop 
an  economically  viable  land  use  program. 

Since  November  2007,  the  Port  received  additional  funding  for  further  planning.  This 
includes  a  $200,000  grant  from  the  California  Cultural  Historic  Endowment  (CCHE). 
In  addition,  the  Port  received  $2.4  million  from  the  federal  government  for  site 
investigations  as  it  relates  to  the  environmental  investigation.  The  Port  participated  in 
the  2008  Prop  A  Clean  and  Safe  Parks  bond  and  received  approximately  $20  million 
for  the  southern  waterfront  open  spaces.  The  Port  completed  the  2008  10-year  capital 
which  identified  fianding  resources  for  the  Pier  70  area.  A  State  legislation  was 
introduced  which  is  currently  on  hold.  Port  staff  also  introduced  city  charter 
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amendment  to  allow  for  increased  funding  opportunities  and  entitlement  streamlining 
for  Pier  70. 

The  site  opportunities  include  the  location  approximate  to  Mission  Bay  and 
downtown,  the  historic  resources  and  the  site  history,  the  working  shipyard  on  site, 
the  interested  stakeholders  as  evidenced  by  the  good  turnout  at  all  of  the  community 
workshops  and  the  large  scale  of  the  site  and  the  development  areas.  Some  of  the  site 
constraints  include  the  physical  site  condition  and  cost  associated  that  includes  the 
aging  infrastructure  and  the  potential  environmental  remediation  required.  The  active 
ship  repair  yard  onsite  which  preclude  some  types  of  land  uses  that  may  not  be 
appropriate.  The  development  expectations  of  the  stakeholders  since  there  is  a  large 
amount  of  interest  in  this  site  for  both  open  space  and  historic  preservation.  There  are 
a  lot  of  competing  needs  and  the  complex  regulatory  issues.  Some  of  the  market 
opportunities  for  both  new  and  in-fill  development  and  adaptive  re-use  includes 
bioscience  and  medical  and  general  office  as  it  relates  to  offshoots  from  Mission  Bay, 
institutional  or  academic  uses,  exhibition,  museum,  and  limited  retail  and 
commercial.  Some  of  the  similar  types  of  uses  for  the  adaptive  reuse  potential  include 
institutional,  economic,  exhibition,  sports,  public  market  office,  bioscience  and 
potentially  PDR. 

At  the  July  17,  2008  workshop,  they  talked  about  historic  preservation  strategy, 
creating  the  documentation  required  for  the  National  Register  nomination,  outlined 
preservation  incentives  to  encourage  development  at  Pier  70,  covered  the  resource 
ranking  and  prioritization  of  the  buildings,  rehabilitation  and  new  in-fill  development 
criteria  that  will  allow  for  new  development  that  is  sensitive  to  the  historic  setting  of 
the  site  and  some  of  the  conditions  and  cost  estimates  that  were  prepared  as  part  of 
the  CCHE  grant  money  the  port  received.  As  it  relates  to  the  historic  significance. 
Pier  70  is  eligible  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  under  criterion  A  and 
C.  Criteria  A  in  the  area  of  industry  at  the  national  level  from  1883  to  1945.  The 
industry  area  includes  the  technology  and  process  of  managing  materials,  labor  and 
equipment  to  produce  goods  and  services.  Criteria  C  is  for  the  architecture  for  the 
same  period  1883  to  1945  at  the  national  level.  Pier  70  embodies  trends  and  industrial 
architecture  form  the  late  19*  century  through  WWII.  He  showed  a  map  that  shows 
the  ranking  of  the  historic  resources  that  Carey  &  Co.  established.  As  part  of  the 
historic  district  nomination,  this  level  of  ranking  is  not  required  but  in  order  to  set  a 
fi-amework  for  how  we  can  prioritize  what  buildings  we  want  to  preserve  versus  those 
that  we  may  need  to  let  go,  we  asked  Carey  &  Co.  to  come  up  with  three  rankings:  (1) 
very  significant,  (2)  significant  and  (3)  contributing.  The  very  significant  buildings 
are  the  20"^  Street  core  buildings,  the  Union  Ironworks  and  the  Bethlehem  Steel 
administration  buildings.  The  draft  plan  calls  for  the  preservation  of  these  buildings. 
The  significant  buildings  are  primarily  related  to  WWI  and  WWII  efforts.  The  plan 
identifies  retaining  and  preserving  all  those  buildings.  The  contributing  buildings  are 
the  buildings  that  were  developed  primarily  through  WWI  and  WWII  and  it's 
recognized  that  will  need  to  impact  those  buildings  but  never  to  a  level  that  would 
impact  the  district. 

As  a  part  of  the  development  of  elements  of  the  plan  for  the  July  workshop,  we 
wanted  to  develop  in-fill  development  criteria  sensitive  to  the  industrial  setting  of  the 
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site.  One  of  the  premises  that  we  use  for  that  in-fill  development  criteria  is  what  the 
site  would  look  like  at  the  full  build  out.  He  showed  a  diagram  of  the  existing  historic 
buildings  and  the  buildings  that  were  out  there  at  the  peak  of  the  period  around  1945. 
The  site  was  intensely  developed  at  the  peak  of  its  site.  Also  as  a  part  of  the  historic 
preservation  strategy,  we  wanted  to  come  up  with  a  more  articulate  cost  estimates  of 
the  historic  preservation  of  the  buildings,  again  using  the  grant  money  received  from 
CCHE,  we  were  able  to  hire  Carey  &  Co.  to  look  at  the  buildings  and  we  developed 
through  the  entire  team,  adaptive  reuse  for  each  of  those  building  potential  and  cost 
base  on  those  adaptive  reuse  buildings. 

Land  Use,  Urban  Form,  Circulation,  Parking  and  Open  Space.  He  showed  slides  that 
illustrate  how  the  form  of  the  site  plan  developed  using  some  of  the  historic  buildings 
as  a  backdrop  as  previously  described  and  the  preservation  strategy  developed.  The 
illustration  shows  what  historic  buildings  we  are  looking  at  preserving,  and 
maintaining  as  a  part  of  the  plan  and  the  buildings  that  are  outlined  illustrates  some  of 
the  buildings  that  could  potentially  be  impacted  as  part  of  the  plan.  We  overlay  the 
historic  railroad  corridors  that  help  identify  and  influence  the  site  circulation  patterns 
and  view  corridors  on  and  through  the  site.  We  wanted  to  recognize  what  we  heard  at 
the  first  workshop  i.e.  these  corridors  needed  to  be  recognized  and  we  should  use 
them  in  the  formatting  of  the  new  and  revised  plan.  We  overlay  the  streets  and  open 
space  that  provides  access  to  the  existing  historic  buildings  in  the  new  development 
sites.  We  illustrated  where  the  significant  open  space  system  that  cormects  the  open 
spaces.  He  showed  an  illustration  of  the  visual  pedestrian  and  vehicle  linkages.  It 
shows  the  continuation  of  the  historic  rail  corridors.  The  diagonal  from  Irish  Hill 
down  to  Building  6  illustrates  rail  corridor.  There  could  be  pedestrian  connections 
between  the  open  space  systems  and  where  new  infrastructure  would  be  required  to 
provide  access  in  the  BAE  Systems  and  a  future  connection  to  the  Mirant  Power  Plant 
site  that  will  be  developed.  He  showed  a  plan  with  all  the  elements  put  together.  It 
shows  the  leased  area  for  BAE  Systems,  the  new  open  space  systems  throughout 
including  bayfront  or  drydock  park  or  slipway  park,  the  historic  preservation  of  the 
buildings,  the  new  development  sites  and  site  circulation  -  the  new  roadway  system 
that  is  influenced  by  the  former  circulation  routes  through  the  railroad  corridors.  It 
illustrates  a  concept  for  how  we  could  treat  and  what  types  of  land  uses  you  may  want 
to  see  to  help  activate  the  historic  core  which  is  primarily  around  20^*^  Street,  the 
Union  Iron  Works  courtyard  area.  It's  taking  the  site  and  introducing  public  or 
institutional  types  of  uses  for  Bldg.  113  which  is  the  most  prominent  space  that  has 
been  identified  through  the  planning  process  as  a  good  site  for  some  sort  of  public, 
cultural  or  institutional  use  to  allow  everyone  in  San  Francisco  to  enjoy  the  space  but 
introduce  some  retail  and  commercial  opportunities  both  along  20"^  Street  to  activate 
it  and  back  behind  the  Union  Iron  Works  to  provide  site  serving  and  neighborhood 
serving  commercial  services.  This  is  a  concept  of  how  this  historic  corridor  could  be 
activated.  He  showed  some  pictures  of  20^^  Street  and  the  machine  shop  complex 
courtyard. 

He  showed  a  slide  that  illustrates  some  of  the  heights  and  densities  that  reflect  what 
was  heard  at  the  community  workshop  in  July  and  began  to  look  at  densities  that 
would  be  required  to  support  all  the  competing  goals  of  the  master  plan.  What  they 
intend  to  show  are  building  envelopes,  building  heights  and  density  pattern  that  are 
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both  sensitive  to  the  historic  setting  of  the  site  but  also  provides  nev^  development 
opportunities  and  revenues  to  support  the  competing  goals  of  the  site.  The  next  slides 
show  what  the  build  out  would  look  and  what  the  density  is.  They  don't  represent 
architecture  styles  or  design.  They  show  the  form  or  the  type  of  density  on  the  site. 

With  regard  to  the  in-fill  development  criteria,  there  are  a  variety  of  principles  that 
are  detailed  in  the  staff  report.  The  four  guiding  principles  include:  (1)  respect  the 
scale  and  character  of  the  historic  buildings;  (2)  reflect  the  time  and  place  and  context 
and  purpose  of  the  site;  (3)  provide  a  counterpoint  to  the  historic  structures  so  that 
some  of  the  new  development  might  be  strikingly  different  from  the  old  development; 
and  (4)  incorporate  similar  materials,  features  and  proportions. 

With  regard  to  the  sustainability  for  the  Pier  70  development,  there  are  general 
principles  that  would  include:  (1)  historic  preservation  which  is  a  sustainable 
development  practice;  (2)  promote  the  use  of  transit,  bicycling  and  walking;  (3)  use 
alternative  forms  of  stormwater  management  and  low  impact  design;  (4)  use  of  local 
and  sustainable  materials;  and  (5)  use  of  onsite  alternative  energy  such  as  wind  and 
solar. 

The  site  is  65  acres;  13.5  of  which  is  for  the  ship  repair  facility.  The  total  floor  area  is 
around  3.8  million  s.f  The  gross  FAR  based  on  this  program  is  around  1.71.  The 
historical  and  new  total  flow  area  minus  the  parking  is  around  2.8  million  s.f.  We 
have  approximately  900,000  s.f  of  area  set  aside  for  parking,  about  1  parking  space 
per  1,000  s.f  of  rentable  space. 

He  showed  a  slide  that  illustrates  how  the  site  could  be  served  from  a  transit 
standpoint.  The  Third  Street  light  rail  stops  at  both  20'''  Streets  and  the  18""  and  19"" 
street  turnaround  which  serve  the  site  well.  The  Caltrain  site  is  located  four  blocks 
away  at  22"*^  and  1-280.  They  talked  about  the  idea  of  introducing  a  ferry  terminal  at 
Pier  70.  There  is  an  opportunity  to  do  potential  shuttles  between  the  Pier  70  ferry 
terminal,  UCSF  and  Mission  Bay  and  the  16^''  BART  Station.  He  showed  an 
illustration  that  shows  the  vehicular  circulation  and  parking  concept.  A  concept  of 
how  the  parking  could  fit  into  the  site.  It's  important  to  look  at  the  introduction  of  the 
19"^  Street  that  could  take  some  of  the  industrial  traffic  off  20'*^  Street  that  is  the  front 
door  to  Pier  70  and  allow  the  ship  operations,  the  heavier  industrial  truck  traffic  to  be 
accessed  off  a  new  19^'^  Street  and  also  the  continuation  of  the  22nd  Street  down  to 
the  water  to  provide  access  to  the  waterfront  park  in  the  new  development  and  some 
internal  circulation  to  provide  site  access  with  parking  distributed  throughout  the  site. 

He  showed  a  slide  highlighting  the  open  space  plan  which  illustrates  the  drydock  or 
crane  cove  park  in  the  northern  edge  of  the  site,  approximately  8  acres,  the  major 
shipway  park,  approximately  3  or  4  acres,  and  all  the  connecting  parks  between  those 
two  parks  including  the  connection  of  the  bay  trail  using  Irish  Hill  as  the  keystone  or 
marker  of  the  site  with  the  identity  that  it  has  and  its  historic  formation.  There  is  a 
total  of  20  acres  of  open  space;  12  of  which  are  large  parks  and  plaza.  The  other  8  are 
internal  plazas  and  open  spaces  that  would  be  part  of  a  development  site. 
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Jonathan  Stem,  Manager  of  Waterfront  Development  Project  group,  indicated  that 
they  have  been  charged  with  this  planning  effort  and  answering  the  question,  "Is  this 
possible?  Is  this  a  feasible  development?"  He  can't  say  that  we  have  any  definitive 
answers  but  can  give  guidance  and  some  thoughts  of  how  these  things  stack  up.  Staff 
is  doing  a  pro-forma  analysis,  looking  at  the  extraordinary  and  the  normal  costs  of 
development  that  would  have  to  happen  at  Pier  70  and  looking  at  the  revenues  that 
the  market  could  bring  in  from  the  uses  that  were  outlined  in  the  buildings  that  David 
Beaupre  alluded  to  and  establish  financing  strategy  for  a  feasible  development  and  a 
way  to  achieve  it  through  a  combination  of  private  and  public  funds.  The  limitation  of 
this  analysis  is  based  on  the  best  available  information.  Most  of  our  information  is 
market  based  or  engineering  based  where  the  engineers  looked  at  the  building 
conditions  and  what  revenue  generating  uses  can  occur  on  those  historic  buildings. 
We  had  further  assessment  of  the  market,  both  the  timing  when  things  can  come  on 
line  and  the  dollars  that  can  come  in  from  fiiture  reuses.  We  also  looked  at  the  money 
uses  both  from  the  private  sector  which  the  market  question  but  also  the  public 
sources.  Public  financing  are  assumptions  we  have  to  make  and  acknowledge  that  it's 
a  matter  of  policy.  A  lot  of  the  public  financing  decisions  will  have  to  be  made  by  the 
Port  Commission  later  in  this  process.  However,  to  give  some  sense  of  financial 
development  feasibility,  we  needed  to  take  our  best  shot  in  matching  up  development 
costs  and  development  sources  of  funds.  We  put  together  a  development  pro-forma, 
looking  at  all  the  costs  from  rehabilitation  of  buildings,  site  remediation,  both  within 
the  buildings  on  the  site,  putting  in  new  infrastructure,  roads,  sewer  lines,  water,  etc. 
and  looked  at  market  revenues  from  adaptive  reuse,  public  financing  and  land  leases 
from  the  uses.  We  looked  at  it  from  a  developer's  standpoint  or  brought  in  a 
development  partner  and  assessed  what  are  the  market  driven  returns,  in  terms  of 
percentage  returns,  the  way  an  internal  rate  of  return  (IRR)  a  developer  would  look  at 
or  the  net  present  value  of  either  a  private  or  public  investment.  To  get  to  that  level  of 
analysis,  we  needed  to  look  at  the  cost  and  the  revenues  that  are  projected.  These  are 
updated  costs  totaling  $636  million  for  the  horizontal  development,  not  building  the 
buildings,  but  historic  rehabilitation  and  adaptive  reuse,  new  streets,  new  parks,  etc. 
The  number  is  about  30%  higher  than  presented  previously,  almost  all  of  those  costs 
happen  within  the  buildings.  These  are  more  precise  and  more  detailed  look  at 
adaptive  reuse  of  these  buildings,  taking  into  account  the  asbestos  and  lead 
remediation  costs.  The  reason  the  cost  is  higher  is  that  staff  has  done  a  more  detailed 
look  at  what  the  final  uses  could  be.  Staff  looked  at  how  many  mezzanines  you  could 
put  in,  how  many  economic  uses  you  can  put  in.  The  costs  are  higher.  The  building 
rehabilitation  has  the  biggest  cost  by  far.  We  also  have  the  revenue  sources,  which  are 
higher  specifically  in  the  historic  buildings,  existing  buildings  lease  revenues  have 
gone  up.  We've  essentially  created  more  space  through  the  expansive  build  out. 
We've  also  looked  at  the  ground  lease  revenue  for  new  uses.  The  bulk  of  new  space 
created  is  office  and  biotech  space.  These  are  market  assumptions  staff  has  to  make  to 
do  the  development  feasibility  analysis.  We're  looking  at  public  financing  sources 
that  could  augment  these  private  investments  or  private  returns.  We've  talked  about 
the  park  bond.  We  made  assumption  that  about  half  of  the  $20  million  designated  to 
the  waterfront  would  occur  on  the  Pier  70  site.  We've  shown  that  all  the  historic  tax 
credits  that  is  generated  from  the  adaptive  reuse  would  be  plowed  back  to  the  project. 
We  had  to  make  certain  assumptions  about  land  based  financing,  community  facility 
districts  that  can  be  set  up  by  either  a  master  developer  or  end  users,  add  taxes  to  the 
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end  users  and  bond  against  that  to  help  fund  the  development.  We  made  certain 
assumptions  about  the  infrastructure  finance  district,  bonding  capacity  from  property 
tax.  Whenever  possible,  we  tried  to  use  the  capital  plan  as  our  guide.  In  that  plan,  it 
shows  that  the  Pier  70  generated  sources  would  go  back  to  Pier  70  and  that  certain 
funds  estimated  about  $45  million  from  SWL  337  development  IFD  proceeds  will 
initially  go  into  Pier  70  to  get  early  money  in.  One  of  our  key  findings  is  that  we 
need  significant  amount  of  early  money  to  help  build  the  infrastructure  that  allows 
revenues  to  come  here.  We  also  need  all  the  available  public  financing  sources  to  get 
to  a  feasible  project.  The  public  financing  sources  will  be  about  $330  million.  With 
that  alone  and  the  private  revenue  monies  that  we  are  projecting,  we  are  talking  about 
a  project  that  does  not  appear  to  be  feasible.  Even  with  those  substantial  sources,  the 
base  case  that  David  Beaupre  outlined  in  the  plan  is  not  feasible.  The  good  news  is 
that  we're  also  exploring  other  contingent  public  financing  sources  that  we  believe 
will  lead  to  a  feasible  project.  One  is  to  go  back  to  the  State  legislature  and  get  a 
larger  share  of  the  tax  increment  IFD  bond  proceeds.  Currently,  when  the  Port  set  up 
the  IFD  districts,  we  can  expect  to  get  about  two  thirds  of  property  tax.  We've  had  a 
successful  legislative  effort  to  get  up  to  90%  of  those  funds.  If  not,  there's  a  glimmer 
of  hope.  That  is  not  something  that  we  can  count  on  yet.  The  other  major  source  of 
contingent  public  financing  is  a  charter  amendment  that  was  recently  put  on  the  San 
Francisco  ballot  for  November.  It  would  allow  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  redirect 
certain  general  fund  tax  sources  directly  to  Pier  70.  Those  generated  at  Pier  70 
through  economic  development  and  through  this  development  plan.  It  also  requires 
the  Port  to  make  significant  findings  i.e.  that  we've  thrown  every  other  source  back 
into  funding  Pier  70  including  some  of  the  rent  we  gain,  etc.  Those  are  significant 
challenges  to  get  to  these  sources  of  public  financing. 

Legal  Counsel  Robert  Bryan  clarified  that  the  charter  amendment  would  not  redirect 
tax  revenues  but  would  allow  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  set  aside  general  fund 
revenues  based  on  calculations  of  potential  increases  in  taxes. 

Mr.  Stem  indicated  that  if  we  can  secure  these  sources  of  contingent  public  financing 
we  have  a  feasible  project.  One  way  or  another,  it  puts  us  in  the  realm  of  feasibility. 
We  realize  that  this  is  just  a  preliminary  or  a  preferred  draft  plan.  We  believe  that 
with  those  tools  and  additional  flexibility,  we  could  get  a  feasible  project.  Staff  also 
talked  about  early  parcel  sale  such  as  the  parcels  on  Illinois  that  could  bring  in  early 
money.  We  allow  certain  uses  such  as  residential  for  those  sale  parcels.  Those  would 
yield  more  early  money.  We  might  need  to  explore  additional  density  if  it  turns  out 
that  one  of  the  contingent  public  financing  sources  does  not  come  through  and  we 
need  to  look  at  other  Port  sources. 

David  Beaupre  indicated  that  in  the  November  2007  workshop,  there  were  public 
concerns  about  the  historic  preservation  criteria  as  presented.  Some  felt  that  it  was  too 
complicated  and  was  difficult  to  understand  and  wasn't  clear  on  how  the  priorities  are 
going  to  be  established.  With  the  newly  developed  criteria,  there  seem  to  be  a  higher 
public  level  of  comfort  and  most  felt  that  we  are  on  the  right  track  with  the  criteria 
and  the  preservation  approach  that  we  were  moving  forward.  As  it  relates  to  land  use 
and  urban  forum,  there  was  a  general  acceptance  of  the  density  being  proposed. 
People  recognized  that  with  all  the  competing  goals  of  the  site,  historic  preservation, 
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open  space,  infrastructure  needs,  that  we  needed  to  pay  for  the  ultimate  development 
of  the  site  through  some  means.  There  were  some  concerns  about  the  patterns  of  the 
new  development  area  and  the  former  slipways  which  are  illustrated  as  Parcel  6. 
Some  felt  that  this  arrangement  may  not  have  accurately  portrayed  what  the 
maximum  opportunities  could  be  so  they  requested  that  we  go  back  and  look  at  what 
other  forms  could  this  take,  recognizing  that  we  need  to  meet  the  density  that  we  need 
but  look  at  other  forms  that  are  sensitive  to  the  historic  preservation  approach  and 
work  with  the  open  space  and  other  competing  needs.  For  circulation,  transit  and 
parking,  there  was  a  question  about  the  location  of  bicycle  facilities  and  how  the 
shipyard's  needs  for  parking  would  be  accommodated.  It  was  acknowledged  that  the 
revised  plan  better  recognize  the  historic  circulation  routes.  For  open  space,  there  was 
concern  that  the  development  around  the  slipway  park  may  differ  from  the  public's 
perception  that  it  was  a  public  open  space.  That  was  the  slipway  park  adjacent  to 
Parcel  6.  Some  felt  that  all  new  development  provide  the  sense  that  it  was  a  private 
open  space  on  the  waterfront.  Going  back  and  looking  at  how  you  can  refigure  Parcel 
6  for  development  to  make  it  a  more  publicly  accessible  and  friendly  open  space  was 
an  issue.  Under  the  financial  feasibility,  there  were  questions  about  the  cost  estimates 
used  in  the  analysis.  It  was  recognized  that  there  was  a  direct  correlation  between  the 
development  density  and  financial  feasibility  of  this  site. 

Next  steps:  Staff  will  continue  to  give  the  Port  Commission  presentations  and  receive 
policy  direction  on  the  alternative  planning  process  and  implementation  strategy.  We 
are  going  to  continue  the  community  outreach  of  the  draft  plan  elements,  to  provide 
an  overview  of  the  materials  presented  to  the  Commission  today  and  to  the  materials 
provided  at  the  July  workshop  to  groups  such  as  the  Potrero  Neighborhood 
Association,  the  Dogpatch  Neighborhood  Association,  SPUR,  San  Francisco 
Tomorrow  and  others  including  the  Planning  Commission  and  the  Historic 
Landmarks  Advisory  Board.  At  the  next  community  outreach,  which  may  be  in 
October  or  November,  we  will  pull  together  all  the  comments  we've  heard  and 
prepare  a  draft  of  the  elements  of  the  preferred  plan.  We  can't  draft  the  preferred 
master  plan  because  there  are  missing  analysis  that  are  required  prior  to  finalizing  it. 
We  will  initiate  the  environmental  investigation  which  is  a  key  element  to  finishing 
the  preferred  master  plan  in  October  this  year.  Finalize  the  historic  preservation 
analysis  in  September  through  December  that  will  bring  us  to  a  point  where  we  can 
go  forward  with  a  nomination  and  have  the  documentation  on  hand.  Coordinate  with 
State  Lands  and  the  public  trust  strategy.  Integrate  the  BAE  drydock  yard's  master 
plan  with  our  master  plan.  Draft  a  preferred  master  plan  after  the  results  of  the  City's 
charter  amendment  and  the  environmental  analysis  which  we  are  hoping  can  occur  in 
the  spring  of  2009  and  prepare  a  final  preferred  master  plan  and  begin  the  developer 
solicitation  in  the  spring  or  early  summer  of  2009. 

Jennifer  Clary,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow,  indicated  that  no  one  from  SFT  was  at  the 
July  workshop.  She  pointed  out  that  at  the  November  workshop,  almost  half  of  the 
community  at  the  workshop  were  developers.  She  looks  forward  to  seeing  how  his 
recommendations  will  change  when  Port  staff  go  out  to  the  community  and  just  say 
that  there  isn't  a  general  acceptance  of  density  and  the  proposed  density  is  on  the 
same  scale  as  Mission  Bay.  As  a  member  of  CWAG,  when  they  were  looking  at  this 
development,  they  were  thinking  that  when  they  got  the  results  from  the  historic 
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preservation  folks  and  from  the  economic  feasibility  folks,  that  there  be  some  kind  of 
range  such  as  this  much  historic  preservation  and  this  much  new  development  so  that 
we'll  have  an  idea  of  how  much  historic  fabric  we'd  have  to  sacrifice  to  get  to  the 
development.  The  density  argument  has  to  be  part  of  that.  She  looks  forward  to  seeing 
more. 

Commissioner  Shakofsky  indicated  that  we're  looking  at  another  year  before  a 
developer  solicitation  is  issued.  Mr.  Beaupre  replied  that  staff  has  been  discussing 
that  prior  to  going  out  to  an  RFP.  Having  a  better  understanding  of  what 
environmental  contaminants  we  are  dealing  with  is  a  critical  element  to  going  out 
there.  When  we  started  the  process,  we  didn't  have  the  funding  to  do  so  but  with  the 
infusion  of  the  federal  money,  it's  our  belief  that  is  such  a  huge  unknown  and  could 
have  a  significant  impact  on  the  type  of  development  that  occurs  there  that  it's  worth 
waiting  to  get  to  that  process  to  move  forward  with  a  developer  solicitation  process. 

Mr.  Stem  added  that  initially  we  are  hoping  to  get  the  federally  funded  project  done, 
with  the  results  coming  in  by  the  end  of  2008.  Right  now,  that  is  not  feasible.  When 
we  have  that  schedule  firmly  in  hand,  we  can  make  the  policy  calls  about  when  to 
issue  it.  If  possible,  we  would  like  to  have  those  results  in  hand  before  we  solicit  a 
development  partner.  Depending  on  what  the  timeline  is,  we  are  leaving  our  options 
open  at  this  point.  Either  way,  we  are  planning  to  issue  an  RFP  in  the  first  half  of 
2009.  If  we  decide  that  the  environmental  investigation  is  lagging  too  far  behind,  we 
might  bring  it  to  the  Commission  as  a  policy  about  whether  to  wait  or  not.  One  way 
or  another,  we  think  that  we  could  issue  the  RFP  early  in  2009  if  we  make  that  policy 
call  or  later  depending  on  how  fast  track  the  analysis  happens. 

Commissioner  Shakofsky  indicated  that  it  is  sometimes  helpful  to  have  the  preferred 
land  use  plan,  having  the  developer  and  the  environmental  people  working  as  a  team 
jointly.  There's  been  a  decision  that  we  do  the  environmental  first.  She's  struggling 
with  that  decision  making  process. 

Mr.  Beaupre  indicated  that  part  of  the  thought  is  that  we  would  not  wait  until  all  the 
environmental  work  is  done  but  at  least  have  an  understanding  whether  there  are  any 
significant  environmental  issues  so  we  would  conduct  the  testing  and  get  the  results 
of  the  testing  but  not  necessarily  develop  a  remedial  action  plan.  The  other  thing  to 
consider  is  that  in  our  conversations  with  the  State  Lands  Commission  about  the 
internal  swap  for  the  public  trust  land  within  Pier  70,  they've  indicated  to  the  Port  that 
as  part  of  any  internal  swap,  they  will  want  to  know  what  the  environmental 
conditions  of  the  site  are.  At  least  understanding  what's  out  there  and  whether  there  is 
significant  hot  spots  or  not  will  help  the  Port  understand  the  actual  value  of  the  land. 

Commissioner  Shakofsky  thanked  staff  for  all  the  work.  It's  been  an  impressive 
community  and  stakeholder  process  and  look  forward  to  putting  a  shovel  on  the 
ground  out  there. 

Commissioner  Brandon  indicated  that  this  has  been  and  will  be  a  huge  undertaking. 
It's  great  that  we  are  focusing  on  Pier  70  and  the  southern  waterfront.  With  regard  to 
the  financial  feasibility,  it  seems  that  there  are  so  many  pieces  of  the  puzzle  that  need 
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to  come  together  in  order  to  make  this  project  work.  It  seems  like  if  any  one  or  two  of 
them  don't  come  together,  it  may  not  work.  She  knows  that  it  hasn't  been  a  pohcy 
question  yet,  but  she  asked  what  we  are  thinking  about  selHng  or  swapping.  The  $636 
milhon  cost  for  the  infrastructure  is  huge.  She  would  love  to  see  this  happen.  She 
does  not  want  to  rush  into  something  that  we  know  is  not  going  to  be  financially 
feasible  especially  if  we  don't  have  the  environmental  piece  which  is  going  to 
increase  the  cost.  Commissioner  Brandon  asked  if  we  are  looking  at  doing  this  in 
stages  or  are  we  just  looking  at  doing  one  master  project. 

Mr.  Stem  replied  that  we  don't  know  yet.  He  added  that  we've  explored  a  lot  of 
options  but  there  are  some  key  factors.  There  are  certain  sites  that  are  not  too  difficult 
to  develop  with  new  development  which  could  be  financed  with  early  money  to  help 
the  whole  project.  We  do  need  to  go  out  to  the  market  to  find  out  if  there  is  a  campus 
use  or  someone  who  will  bear  a  significant  amount  of  the  early  cost.  If  you  start 
pulling  the  project  apart,  the  financial  feasibility  of  some  of  the  historic  buildings 
versus  some  of  the  other  new  construction  opportunities  are  different.  The  question  is 
how  do  you  find  the  right  users  for  each  of  those.  We  keep  talking  about  them  as  the 
buildings  as  a  historic  rehabilitation  opportunities.  We  may  break  out  into 
approximately  20  discreet  buildings  that  have  to  be  rehab  and  find  users  for  those 
buildings.  Some  of  them  will  pencil  in  that  there  be  some  form  of  subsidy  and  some 
are  such  significant  historic  resources  that  we  have  to  save  them.  There's  so  much 
money  that  have  to  go  into  them.  We  have  to  find  a  way  to  pull  some  of  that  money 
off  from  other  sources.  We  all  hope  that  there  is  a  public  tenant  that  would  love  to 
come  in  to  some  of  those  significant  buildings  especially  a  machine  shop  complex 
and  hopefijlly  a  public  entity  that  would  make  these  buildings  accessible  all  the  time 
so  the  public  can  enjoy  them  and  have  money  to  take  care  of  some  of  the  costs.  There 
is  a  process,  a  strategy  that  needs  to  be  developed  but  we're  not  at  that  point  yet. 
Getting  to  this  overall  pro-forma,  this  is  the  time  when  we  are  rolling  up  our  sleeves 
to  get  those  answers. 

Commissioner  Brandon  remarked  that  staff  had  done  a  great  job.  With  all  the 
workshops  she's  been  to  and  all  the  meetings  we've  had,  she  finally  has  clarity  about 
this  project. 

Informational  Presentation  on  BAE  Svstems  San  Francisco  Ship  Repair  Operations  at 
Pier  70  -  Completion  of  Enhancements  to  Drvdock  #2  and  Master  Planning  Update. 

Peter  Dailey,  Deputy  Director  of  Maritime,  indicated  that  ship  repair  remains  one  of 
San  Francisco's  leading  industries.  BAE  San  Francisco  Ship  Repairs  (BAE  SFSR) 
continues  this  strong  maritime  tradition.  BAE  SFSR  employs  about  250  skilled  union 
craftsmen,  representing  22  trades  from  10  different  unions.  Ship  repair  at  Pier  70  is  a 
vital  industry.  It  has  a  wonderful  historic  significance  as  well  as  current  significance. 
The  Port  of  San  Francisco's  most  marketable  feature  in  the  ship  repair  business  is  the 
floating  drydock  #2  (the  largest  floating  repair  drydock  in  all  the  Americas)  and  its 
central  coast  geographic  location,  which  makes  it  an  effective  stop-off  for  both  the 
northbound  and  southbound  migratory  cruise  and  tanker  fleets. 
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In  October  2007,  Mayor  Newsom  and  the  Port  Commission  executed  the  Fifth 
Amendment  to  BAE  SFSR's  30-year  lease  that  signified  a  unique  commercial 
partnership  between  the  Port,  BAE  SFSR  and  Princess  Cruises,  the  Port's  largest 
cruise  line  customer.  The  highlight  of  this  lease  amendment  was  the  joint  multi- 
million  dollar  investment  improvements  to  the  Port's  drydock  #2  that  will  increase  its 
lifting  capacity  by  25%  and  allow  it  to  accommodate  cruise,  tanker,  and  cargo  ships 
that  are  too  large  to  transit  the  Panama  Canal.  This  arrangement  that  the  Port,  BAE 
and  Princess  entered  into  created  quite  a  buzz  in  the  shipping  industry  and  people  are 
watching  very  closely.  Other  ports  are  jealous  of  our  accomplishment. 

The  improvements  to  the  drydock  include: 

•  Installation  of  six  new  sponsons  on  the  outboard  wing- walls  to  increase  stability. 

•  Increasing  the  mooring  capacity  by  adding  structural  reinforcement  between 
existing  dolphin  pilings  within  the  shipyard  and  strengthening  drydock  mooring 
attachments. 

•  Dredging  of  the  drydock  sump  to  accept  the  larger  footprint  with  the  new 
sponsons. 

•  Fin  pockets  have  been  cut  into  the  wing-walls  and  sealed. 

He  showed  a  picture  of  the  deck  of  the  drydock  which  was  reinforced  with  $2  million 
in  steel  and  decking  to  solidify  and  strengthen  the  drydock.  It  will  lengthen  its  life, 
add  stability  and  allow  the  Port  to  go  into  new  markets. 

Princess  Cruises  is  one  of  the  world's  leading  cruise  brands  and  has  been  the  Port's 
largest  cruise  customer  for  two  decades.  With  the  addition  of  three  new  vessels  in 
2008,  they  will  be  operating  18  vessels  around  the  world.  Princess  will  soon  be 
sailing  its  newest,  larger  ships  to  the  West  Coast  and  require  a  ship  repair  option. 
They  have  invested  with  BAE  and  the  Port  to  make  physical  enhancements  to  the 
Port's  drydock  #2  to  make  it  capable  to  repair  these  new  larger  ships. 

The  Port  and  Princess  received  notification  late  July  2008  from  BAE  SFSR  that  all  of 
the  drydock  improvements  necessary  to  receive  larger  ships  have  essentially  been 
completed.  The  first  major  drydocking  will  be  the  MV  Star  Princess  on  September 
25,  2008  at  7  a.m. 

This  fall,  approximately  1250  skilled  worker  laborers  will  be  employed  by  Princess 
Cruises  and  BAE  SFSR  at  Pier  70  to  remodel  and  maintain  the  MV  Star  Princess.  In 
the  spring,  Princess  has  scheduled  another  mega-ship,  the  MV  Golden  Princess,  to 
come  to  the  Port  for  a  renovation  and  repair  work  at  a  similar  project  cost.  We  expect 
Princess  and  other  cruise  and  tanker  lines  to  take  advantage  of  this  new  west  coast 
maritime  asset  which  will  result  in  new  revenue  for  the  Port  as  well  as  good  jobs  and 
economic  benefit  for  San  Francisco. 

The  Port  is  in  the  midst  of  planning  for  the  development  and  historic  restoration  of 
many  of  the  historic  buildings  at  Pier  70.  These  buildings  are  some  of  the  most  unique 
historic  structures  in  the  Western  United  States.  The  Port's  primary  planning  goal  has 
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been  to  protect  and  expand  its  ship  repair  operation  at  Pier  70  while  protecting 
historic  resources  and  allow  development  of  the  Pier  70  area. 

In  April  2008,  BAE  Systems,  the  parent  company  of  BAE  SFSR,  installed  new 
management  team  at  SFSR.  On  May  1,  2008,  Hugh  Vanderspek  became  the  new 
General  Manager  of  BAE  Systems. 

BAE  Ship  Repair  has  affirmed  its  commitment  to  retaining  ship  repair  in  San 
Francisco  by  approving  a  $9  million  capital  investment  plan  to  take  place  over  the 
next  3-5  years.  New  safety  programs  have  been  implemented,  and  much  of  the  yard 
has  been  reorganized,  cleared,  painted  and  rid  of  debris.  Both  local  and  national 
management  for  BAE  have  expressed  concern  for  the  aged  conditions  of  some  of  the 
buildings  within  their  leasehold,  and  have  indicated  a  desire  to  see  through  some 
long-term  solutions  such  as  renovations  and  limited  building  demolition  as  part  of 
their  master  planning  effort. 

While  both  BAE  and  the  Port  are  optimistic  about  San  Francisco's  new  ability  to 
compete  for  more  west  coast  market  share,  aging  facilities,  increased  costs  and  the 
current  global  economic  uncertainty  necessitate  a  cautious  approach.  As  required 
under  its  lease,  BAE  SFSR  is  undertaking  business  and  site  planning  to  determine 
how  to  best  configure  its  leasehold  to  address  the  changing  ship  repair  market. 

On  June  6,  2008,  BAE's  local  management  presented  a  draft  Master  Plan  and  a  work 
schedule  to  Port  staff  indicating  completion  of  their  final  Master  Plan  prior  to  year 
end.  The  BAE  SFSR  management  has  attended  Port  Master  Planning  Workshops, 
continues  to  participate  in  the  Pier  70  Public  Master  Planning  process,  and  is  a 
member  of  the  Port's  Maritime  Commerce  Advisory  Committee.  They  have  hired  the 
planning  consultant  firm  of  SMWM  to  assist  them  during  this  exercise.  Although  the 
Master  Plan  process  is  delayed  from  the  June  30,  2008  scheduled  completion 
anticipated  last  year,  BAE  SFSR  is  committed  to  diligently  working  toward 
completion  of  the  plan.  Port  staff  will  continue  to  work  with  BAE  as  they  refine  the 
plan  in  upcoming  months. 

Port  staff  will  continue  to  work  with  BAE  SFSR  and  the  Pier  70  community  on 
preparing  an  Area  Master  Plan  that  balances  a  mix  of  uses  compatible  with  maritime 
activities  in  the  area  to  generate  revenues  that  can  support  the  Port's  maritime 
operations  and  required  capital  improvements.  The  Port's  goal  is  to  preserve  ship 
repair  while  redeveloping  Pier  70. 

Mr.  Dailey  introduced  Hugh  Vanderspek  who  has  only  been  in  San  Francisco  for  a 
few  months.  He  comes  from  BAE  San  Diego.  He  is  a  top  notch  shipyard  manager; 
highly  respected  and  has  been  very  engaged  in  this  process. 

Mr.  Vanderspek  indicated  that  the  drydock  enhancements  are  complete.  They've  put 
sponsons  and  fin  boxes.  It  is  an  absolutely  unique  engineering  feat.  The  engineering 
team  who  worked  on  this  project  is  one  of  the  sharpest  guys  he  had  the  opportunity  to 
work  with.  The  post-Panamax  cruise  ships  are  much  heavier,  taller  and  the  weight  is 
more  centered.  The  Star  Princess  will  stand  about  7  decks  above  the  top  of  the  wing 
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wall.  The  initial  plan  was  to  cut  the  dock  into  four  pieces  and  make  it  wider  and 
longer  so  it's  more  stable  on  the  outside.  It's  a  huge  undertaking  and  would  have 
taken  the  dock  out  of  service  in  excess  of  a  year.  It's  difficult  to  survive  a  year 
without  the  dock  in  service.  The  engineers  came  up  with  the  sponsons  which 
stabilizes  the  dock  as  it  comes  up.  Once  the  case  on  deck  has  cleared  the  water,  the 
dock  is  stable.  When  the  case  on  deck  is  under  water,  it's  not  providing  water  plane  to 
stabilize  the  dock.  The  idea  for  the  fm  boxes  is  the  cruise  ships  can  extend  their  fms 
and  we  don't  have  to  make  our  wing  walls  wider.  We  make  boxes  to  accept  those  fm 
stabilizers  for  the  ship.  It  allows  the  drydock  to  accommodate  and  work  on  post- 
Panamax  cruise  ships.  A  lot  of  the  cruise  ships  are  all  post-Panamax  because  they  can 
accommodate  more  people  and  the  cruise  is  cheaper.  Currently,  the  Port  of  San 
Francisco  has  the  only  dock  on  the  West  Coast  that  can  lift  those  ships.  Previous  to 
that,  cruise  industries  were  required  to  set  up  cruises  to  the  Far  East  and  schedule 
their  dockings  in  the  Far  East.  We  can  now  do  them  here.  The  cruise  ships  who  are 
working  on  the  Mexican  Riviera  can  come  through  in  the  summer.  They  can  go  up  to 
Alaska  and  we  can  work  on  the  ship  between  the  routes. 

The  agreement  between  the  Port,  BAE  and  Princess  is  unique.  The  Port  will  see 
increased  tanker  tonnage  because  of  high  crude  costs.  BAE  is  one  of  a  few  industries 
that  can  benefit  from  high  crude  costs  and  soft  U.S.  dollar.  BAE  can  compete  with  the 
Far  East.  BAE  is  committed  to  working  with  the  Port  on  the  planning  process  moving 
forward.  He  thanked  Kathleen  Diohep,  Peter  Dailey  and  Gerry  Roybal  for  their 
efforts.  Port  staff  have  been  great  to  work  with.  The  big  issue  is  infrastructure.  They 
are  trying  to  figure  out  what  infrastructure  BAE  needs  to  go  forward  to  maintain  a 
competitive  shipyard  in  a  historic  environment,  electrical  fire  fighting  and 
compressed  air.  They  are  trying  to  figure  out  which  buildings  they  will  need  or  won't 
need  as  well  as  the  egress  and  ingress  for  trucks  and  ships  coming  in.  Central  basin 
silting  is  a  challenge  that  they  have  to  overcome  because  they  can't  have  a  good 
shipyard  without  the  ability  to  bring  in  a  ship  into  it.  They  have  concerns  with  some 
of  the  buildings.  Building  38  is  a  building  in  serious  disrepair  as  well  as  Buildings 
1 19  and  120.  Building  1 11  is  one  of  the  historic  buildings  and  it  would  be  great  to 
have  that  building  back  in  place.  One  of  their  biggest  concerns  is  to  try  to  shrink  their 
footprint  so  they  can  use  their  facility  more  effectively  but  at  the  same  time  be  able  to 
accommodate  the  kind  of  logistics  required  for  large  cruise  ships.  With  Star  Princess, 
they  will  see  250  40-foot-truck  containers  roll  into  the  yard,  be  loaded  on  the  ship  and 
swung  back  off  in  a  matter  often  days.  If  they  can't  move  that  much  trucking  in  and 
out,  that  contract  would  not  be  successful.  They  have  a  lot  of  smart  people  working 
on  the  operation  and  how  to  move  the  logistics  in  and  out.  That  would  require 
laydown  areas  for  the  containers  as  they  come  in  and  out.  Looking  forward  with  the 
idea  to  shrink  their  footprint,  they  need  to  figure  out  how  they  will  be  able  to  do  that 
and  still  accommodate  this  kind  of  shipping.  They  are  also  looking  at  what  the 
operation  of  the  shipyard  will  do  in  relationship  to  the  local  community  such  as 
marine  recreational  usage.  How  does  it  work  to  have  ships  coming  into  a  shipyard 
with  kayakers  kayaking  back  and  forth?  They  have  to  look  at  homeland  security, 
coast  guard  ships,  military  sealift  command  ships,  MARAD  ships.  Maritime 
administration  ships  require  homeland  security  boundaries.  How  would  they  cordon 
them  off  so  they  don't  have  issues  with  homeland  security?  Those  are  the  issues  they 
will  be  working  on  as  they  go  forward  with  the  master  plan.  They  have  a  lot  of 
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challenges  to  pull  this  off  but  they  remain  optimistic  on  their  future.  They  have  a 
unique  setting  and  have  a  good  working  relationship  with  the  Port  of  San  Francisco. 
They  will  do  what  they  need  to  do.  He  thanked  the  Port  for  their  support  on  this 
project. 

Commissioner  Hardeman  indicated  that  Emma  Maersk,  a  huge  ship  that  holds  15,000 
containers,  is  almost  1 400  feet  long.  He  asked  where  they  service  that  ship.  Mr. 
Vanderspek  replied  that  there  are  only  two  drydocks  in  the  world  that  can  lift  that 
ship:  (1)  Dubai  drydock  in  the  Middle  East  and  (2)  Singapore.  Emma  Maersk  can 
accommodate  15,000  containers.  Commissioner  Hardeman  indicated  that  it  has  13 
crew  members.  Mr.  Vanderspek  added  that  it  has  an  automated  engine  but  nobody  is 
in  it. 

Commissioner  Hardeman  thanked  Mr.  Vanderspek's  report  and  thanked  him  for  all 
the  blue  collar  jobs  that  this  project  is  providing.  Commissioner  Brandon  also  thanked 
Mr.  Vanderspek  for  BAE's  commitment  to  the  Port  of  San  Francisco. 

D.      Informational  briefing  on  the  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan  (WLUP). 

Diane  Oshima,  Asst.  Deputy  Director,  Planning  and  Development,  indicated  that  staff 
would  like  to  the  provide  the  Commission  a  briefing  on  the  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan 
which  provides  some  context  for  what  the  Commission  has  heard  so  far.  Part  of  a 
two-set  process,  as  the  Commission  heard  in  many  public  comments  recently,  there  is 
curiosity  and  interest  in  understanding  what  the  waterfront  is  about  and  how  it  relates 
to  a  number  of  ongoing  projects,  review  along  the  waterfront  and  how  it  relates  to  the 
projects  that  have  been  completed  so  far.  While  initially,  we  thought  about  trying  to 
roll  it  all  up  and  do  it  as  one  presentation,  we  realized  that  it  might  be  best  to  take  a 
step  to  look  and  see  what  this  plan  is  and  try  and  explain  for  people  who  weren't  here 
while  it  was  being  developed,  what  it  was  intended  to  do  and  what  it's  purpose  is  and 
to  field  questions  and  suggestions  about  information  that  the  public  would  like  before 
we  roll  out  a  review  of  the  various  projects  and  efforts  the  Port  is  undertaken  since 
then. 

Today's  presentation  is  a  low  key  briefing  and  staff  is  eager  to  hear  about  what  the 
public's  questions  and  interests  are  on  this  plan.  We  tried  to  give  an  overview  and 
summary  as  to  how  it  has  come  into  being.  It  is  important  to  recognize  that  the 
WLUP  is  something  that  has  been  borne  of  San  Franciscans.  It  is  a  direct  response  to 
Proposition  H  which  required  that  a  land  use  plan  be  developed  specifically  for  Port 
properties.  This  is  recognized  in  the  context  of  a  number  of  different  waterfront 
planning  efforts  that  had  been  done  previous  to  Prop  H  and  it  was  a  good  sign  of  the 
Port  coming  to  terms  with  its  own  destiny  and  they  chose  to  take  up  this  planning 
process  and  to  give  the  citizens  of  San  Francisco  the  lead  on  trying  to  develop  the 
policies.  Commissioner  Hardeman  is  the  only  current  Commissioner  who  watched  it 
happened  and  was  there  when  it  was  brought  to  the  Commission  for  approval. 

The  Waterfront  Plan  Advisory  Board  (WPAB)  was  a  very  extraordinary  group  of 
people  who  dedicated  an  incredible  amount  of  time  and  thought  into  developing  and 
recommending  the  plan  for  the  Commission's  review.  She  recognized  Nan  Roth,  a 
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member  of  the  WPAB,  who  had  a  perfect  meeting  attendance.  They  had  an  incredible 
leadership  in  Robert  Tufts  who  chaired  the  BCDC  Commission  at  the  time.  They  took 
a  very  deliberate  process  to  make  sure  that  the  process  as  well  as  the  outcome  was 
directly  responsive  to  what  Proposition  H  required  which  was  first  to  consider  the 
needs  of  the  maritime  industries  and  the  land  requirements  of  those  industries  before 
looking  at  the  mixed  of  other  uses  heard  from  citizens  all  over  San  Francisco  and 
beyond  as  to  what  they  saw  should  be  the  future  of  the  San  Francisco  waterfront. 
They  came  up  with  a  maritime  mixed-use  waterfront  where  different  zones  of  the 
waterfront  and  facilities  were  identified  for  maritime  industry  services.  Some  of  the 
maritime  industry  services  were  found  to  work  better  when  it  was  mixed  with 
commercial  and  other  publicly  oriented  uses  which  give  the  waterfront  a  unique 
flavor  for  people  who  live  here  or  visit  San  Francisco  and  was  the  genesis  for  the 
mixed-use  opportunity  areas  that  were  designated  in  the  WLUP. 

There  was  an  approach  to  look  at  Prop  H  and  an  interest  in  going  beyond  the  letter  of 
Prop  H  as  well  by  expanding  the  scope  that  included  all  of  the  Port's  property 
because  it  was  not  required  under  the  initiative  and  ultimately  looked  beyond  just 
generating  a  land  use  plan  but  also  grew  to  address  the  urban  design  and  historic 
preservation  and  public  access  and  open  space  objectives  that  people  sought  for  the 
waterfront.  It  provides  a  good  frame  work.  The  WPAB  had  many  years  of  prior 
experience  and  the  development  of  earlier  waterfront  plans.  They  had  learned  through 
experience  and  trial  and  error  that  the  plan  needed  to  provide  flexibility  so  that  future 
citizens  and  future  commissions  and  decision  makers  would  be  able  to  weigh  in  and 
identify  the  particular  issues  that  needed  to  be  woven  together  in  order  to  create  a 
Ferry  Building  restoration,  Pier  1  rehabilitation  and  other  projects.  The  Pier  70 
informational  presentation  is  a  direct  reflection  of  that.  They  are  an  extension  of  the 
broad  policy  objectives  of  the  WLUP  which  was  to  preserve  the  ship  repair  industry 
for  now  and  forever  and  to  give  high  priority  and  urgent  attention  to  the  historic 
resources  in  that  area.  That  is  a  direct  example  of  how  we  believe  the  WLUP  has 
continued  to  be  a  relevant  and  very  helpful  guide  to  not  only  look  at  the  short-term 
things  that  come  before  the  Port  but  also  to  take  that  long  vision  and  make  sure  that 
we've  given  appropriate  account  to  what  the  citizens  before  have  indicated  what  they 
think  is  important  for  the  waterfront. 

The  purpose  at  this  time  is  to  hear  what  questions  have  people  have  about  it.  We  want 
to  be  able  to  supplement  this  as  necessary  go  address  people's  concerns  about  what 
the  WLUP  document  is  but  also  to  bring  that  thinking  into  the  next  iteration,  the  next 
phase  of  the  reporting  that  we  intend  on  doing  in  2009.  By  early  2009,  we  should  be 
able  to  have  a  larger  report  that  reviews  all  of  the  different  activities;  some  small, 
some  large  and  gives  further  perspective  on  how  well  this  document  is  working  for 
the  Port  and  for  the  city.  If  there  are  suggestions  on  how  we  can  make  it  better,  we'd 
like  to  be  able  to  look  at  those  ideas  as  well. 

Ernestine  Weiss  indicated  that  we  need  to  review  the  WLUP  because  it  was 
formulated  years  ago.  Things  have  changed  since  then.  We  need  to  consider  the 
heights  of  buildings  from  the  north  waterfront  to  keep  them  lower  than  the  south 
because  it  was  done  many  years  ago  when  the  freeway  was  up.  Since  the  freeway 
came  down,  there  are  different  needs.  We  need  to  open  up  the  views.  It  needs  some 
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work.  That  is  what  the  public  is  here  to  do,  in  cooperation  with  the  Port.  She  hopes 
that  will  take  place  soon. 

Commissioner  Brandon  commented  that  the  freeway  was  already  down  when  the 
WLUP  was  adopted. 

Jennifer  Clary,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow,  indicated  that  she's  been  asking  for  several 
years  for  an  update  for  the  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan.  There's  been  significant 
changes  since  it's  completion  in  1995  and  its  adoption  in  1997.  First  and  foremost, 
the  designation  of  the  Embarcadero  Historic  District  which  completely  changed  the 
land  use  portfolio  because  it  introduced  offices  into  the  allowable  uses  as  something 
that  State  Lands  would  allow.  The  EIR  for  the  WLUP  envisions  150,000  square  feet 
of  office  for  the  entire  waterfront  north  of  China  Basin.  They  went  over  that  after  the 
Ferry  Building  was  opened.  When  you're  thinking  about  uses,  think  about  what  the 
build  out  is.  If  restaurants  are  allowable  uses  on  every  pier,  do  you  want  restaurants 
on  every  pier  or  now  that  there  are  developments  in  several  parts  of  the  waterfront,  do 
we  say,  we  have  enough  of  this  so  we'll  take  this  off  as  an  allowable  use  on  other 
piers.  This  brings  the  kind  of  tug  of  war  that's  been  going  on  between  the 
Fisherman's  Wharf  merchants  and  development  proposals  along  the  northern 
waterfront.  What  constitute  a  synergistic  commercial  development  and  what 
constitute  a  commercial  conflict  with  Fisherman's  Wharf?  That's  something  that 
planning  process  can  help  the  Port  figure  out.  Those  are  a  couple  of  examples  of 
things  that  could  be  addressed.  Another  major  change  that  has  happened  since  the 
adoption  of  the  WLUP  is  the  popularity  of  Herb  Caen  Way.  We  all  know  how  packed 
it  is  and  how  successful  it  is  on  weekends  despite  the  fact  that  there  is  lack  of 
amenities  for  people.  If  you're  thinking  about  that,  what  do  we  do  to  improve  the 
experience  of  people  enjoying  Herb  Caen  Way?  What  do  we  do  to  lessen  the 
conflicts?  For  instance,  we  might  want  to  consider  having  fewer  or  no  curb  cuts  or 
having  fewer  vehicles  cross  Herb  Caen  Way.  Those  are  a  few  things  that  we  should 
be  looking  at.  The  Port  has  to  schedule  an  update  of  the  WLUP  and  have  staff  bring  a 
program  of  how  that  might  be  done. 

Nan  Roth  indicated  that  she  served  on  the  Waterfront  Advisory  Board  through  its 
entire  history.  Towards  the  end,  there  weren't  too  many  people  there.  The  ones  who 
hang  in  the  best  and  brought  the  most  were  people  such  as  herself  that  had  been 
involved  in  community  organizations  and  had  a  viewpoint  that  went  beyond  their  own 
front  door  and  were  able  to  look  at  the  larger  picture  which  was  important.  She  also 
served  on  an  economic  feasibility  subcommittee  chaired  by  Arthur  Bruzzone.  Arthur 
was  extremely  focused  on  this  issue  and  the  need  to  have  a  plan  that  would  generate 
sufficient  income  to  meet  the  Port's  long-term  needs.  We  tested  a  variety  of  scenarios 
ranging  from  no  development  whatsoever  to  a  scenario  where  maximum  development 
of  every  sort  was  allowed  including  big  box  retail  and  other  uses  not  permitted  on  the 
waterfront.  Even  back  in  1992,  the  maxed  out  version  would  not  provide  sufficient 
revenue  to  meet  the  Port's  needs.  The  Port's  needs  have  increased  significantly  since 
then.  Their  study  was  also  based  on  very  primitive  computer  tools  because  there  were 
no  funds  available  to  pay  for  better  tools  or  an  economic  consultant.  This 
informational  document  is  not  providing  a  more  accurate  description  of  the  role  that 
economics  has  played  in  the  planning  development  process.  The  economic  issues  that 
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troubled  some  of  the  members  of  the  WPAB  in  1992  are  even  more  urgent  today. 
They  have  contributed  to  a  troubhng  failure  rate  in  development  on  the  waterfront.  At 
the  Page  Tumbull  forum  in  February,  Chris  Meany  spoke  about  conditions  under 
which  it  makes  it  nearly  impossible  for  developers  to  profit.  These  conditions  being 
primarily  the  extraordinary  infrastructure  costs  and  the  lease  terms  demanded  by  the 
Port.  This  does  not  speak  well  of  the  WLUP  process.  It  does  not  address  the  need  to 
address  and  balance  the  needs  of  the  developer  and  the  community  as  well  as  other 
ports.  The  Port  is  relying  on  piecemeal  revision  of  the  plan  versus  a  comprehensive 
revision  and  ad  hoc  development  is  costly  and  self  defeating  in  the  long  run.  In 
practice,  the  WLUP  has  led  to  a  developer  driven  planning  process.  Revise  the  plan  to 
meet  the  developer's  need  at  the  expense  of  open  space,  recreation  and  publicly 
accessible  uses  that  represent  the  intent  of  the  public  trust.  She  referenced  Section  IF 
of  Proposition  H.  IF  discusses  the  findings  of  the  document.  "Whereas,  it  is  poor 
planning  to  approve  waterfront  land  uses  on  an  ad  hoc  basis  rather  than  as  a  part  of  a 
comprehensive  waterfront  land  use  plan."  We  seemed  to  have  fallen  into  an  ad  hoc 
basis.  She  urged  the  Port  Commission  to  institute  the  plan  review  mandated  by  Prop 
H  with  a  view  towards  making  any  necessary  amendments  to  meet  the  comprehensive 
planning  process  as  defined  in  Prop  H.  The  plan  with  regards  to  the  northeast 
waterfront  devalues  the  public  interest  in  favor  of  privatization  and  the  private  sector. 
Open  space  and  public  recreation  are  the  key  stones  of  the  modem  waterfront  as  it 
transitions  from  an  industrial  site.  Such  amenities  are  not  adequately  addressed  and 
provided  for  at  present. 

Fred  Allardyce,  member  of  Barbary  Coast  Neighborhood  Association,  congratulated 
the  Port  for  the  efforts  that  have  resulted  in  today,  the  most  dynamic  thing  that  has 
ever  happened  to  this  town  since  the  Gold  Rush  in  1 849,  the  creation  of  the  land  use 
plan  which  was  a  difficult  plan.  He  attended  many  meetings  with  a  lot  of  people  over 
the  years  and  watched  it  come  to  fruition.  The  parties  to  the  plan  recognize  the 
difficulties  of  getting  consensus  to  what  should  happen.  It's  a  general  plan  that  ended 
up  with  a  relatively  small  amount  of  the  Port  being  developed  so  far:  the  Ferry 
Building,  the  ballpark,  Pier  1,  Pier  lYz,  3,  and  5  and  potentially  the  Exploratorium  and 
maybe  Pier  27-3 1 .  The  synergy  of  the  projects  that  had  been  done  -  the  ballpark  and 
the  Ferry  Building  -  are  so  spectacular  that  it  created  over  $2  billion  in  new 
residential  buildings  that  have  been  built  and  now  being  occupied.  In  the  last  two 
months,  there  are  400  new  homes  that  closed  escrow  at  the  Infinity  and  One  Rincon 
Hill.  They  were  all  built,  purchased,  designed  and  occupied  by  people  who  want  to  be 
near  the  Ferry  Building  and  the  waterfront;  the  area  that  the  Port  reclaimed  and  made 
the  hottest  spot  in  Northern  America.  It  is  beyond  all  the  foreclosure  signs,  all  the 
failures  of  real  estate  that  is  going  on  in  United  States,  Canada  and  other  places 
because  of  the  various  reasons  that  it  happened.  It's  incredibly  stable  here.  All  these 
properties  are  being  sold  and  moved  into.  Developers  are  getting  financing.  They  are 
building  their  second  or  third  towers.  It's  a  spectacular  golden  egg  that  the  Port  is  the 
predecessor  to  all  the  planning  processes  have  been  part  of.  He  congratulated  the  Port 
Commission.  It  just  begun;  there's  a  lot  more  to  happen.  Next  year,  the  Millenium  has 
400  units,  averaging  over  $2  million  in  value,  will  be  occupied  across  the  street  from 
a  1,000-foot-tall  Transbay  terminal.  All  of  these  things  have  come  together  because  of 
the  energies  of  this  Port  Commission  to  watch  its  waterfront. 
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Commissioner  Brandon  asked  if  he's  saying  the  Port  Commission  is  doing  a  great 
job.  Mr.  Allardyce  indicated  that  God  put  the  bay  out  there.  He  took  down  the 
freeway.  The  Port  got  Monique  and  the  Port  Commission  had  the  patience  to  go 
through  all  the  meetings  and  there's  a  lot  more  to  be  done  but  looking  at  the  overall 
picture,  the  Port  has  done  a  great  job! 

Andy  Katz,  co-chair  of  the  Waterfront  Committee  of  the  Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers, 
indicated  that  THD  would  like  to  state  their  concern  that  this  item  cannot  and  should 
not  substitute  for  a  full  review  and  update  of  the  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan  as 
required  every  five  years  under  Prop  H.  They  understand  that  a  comprehensive 
updating  of  this  plan  is  a  large  undertaking.  They  urge  the  Port  to  utilize  the  help  of 
all  community  groups  including  the  THD.  Anything  short  of  this  is  insufficient. 

Commissioner  Hardeman  thanked  Nan  Roth  because  she's  been  stalwart  in  giving  her 
views  and  expressing  her  concerns.  She  was  always  at  the  waterfront  plan  meetings 
and  came  to  the  Commission  with  her  thoughts  and  dedication.  On  the  other  side  was 
Arthur  Bruzzone.  They  have  two  different  thoughts.  They  both  had  their  opinions. 
The  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan  is  a  living  document.  It  probably  has  to  be  looked  at 
again.  One  of  the  things  that  the  community  had  or  changed  for  the  benefit  of  some 
points  of  view  is  reducing  the  Embarcadero  and  Broadway  comer  from  the  84-feet 
height  limit  down  to  40  feet.  It  has  benefited  people  with  variety  of  points  of  view. 
The  Commission  has  not  abused  the  plan.  They  followed  the  document  and  tried  not 
to  stray  from  it  too  much  but  it  should  be  reviewed.  Some  would  say,  in  reviewing  it, 
we  might  want  to  have  parking  at  Pier  1/2  ;  some  would  say  no.  The  viability  of  that 
parking  was  not  anticipated  when  the  plan  was  approved  12  years  ago.  He  thanked 
Mr.  Allardyce  for  the  wonderful  comments. 

Commissioner  Brandon  indicated  that  she  looks  forward  to  the  report  in  early  2009 
and  moving  forward. 
10.     REAL  ESTATE 

A.      Request  approval  of  a  resolution  urging  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  approve  an 

amendment  to  the  Settlement  Agreement  between  PG&E  and  the  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco,  dated  June  14,  2005.  regarding  a  claim  of  encroachment  by  PG&E's 
Hunters  Point  Power  Plant  on  Custer.  Davidson,  India  and  Ingalls  Streets,  by:  (1) 
extending  PG&E's  right  to  continue  occupying  approximately  35,465  square  feet  of 
Custer  and  Davidson  Streets  until  July  31,  2012,  and  to  continue  occupying 
approximately  56,484  square  feet  of  Custer.  Davidson,  India,  and  Ingalls  Streets  until 
July  31,  2016,  with  options  to  extend  each  period  of  occupancy  for  periods  of  6 
months  at  a  time  with  the  Port's  prior  written  consent:  and  (2)  delaying  the 
commencement  date  of  the  5-year  lease  to  PG&E  of  approximately  1,421  square  feet 
of  Davidson  Street  from  January  1,  2008  to  August  1,  2012.  (Resolution  No.  08-52) 

Mark  Lozovoy,  Asst.  Deputy  Director  of  Real  Estate,  indicated  that  in  2001,  PG&E 
filed  bankruptcy  under  Chapter  1 1  of  the  Bankruptcy  Code.  In  October  2001 ,  the 
City  filed  a  bankruptcy  claim  which  asserted  a  number  of  claims  including  an 
encroachment  claim  with  respect  to  PG&E's  use  for  approximately  91,949  square  feet 
of  Port  property.  The  property  included  a  number  of  paper  streets  and  shoreline 
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located  in  the  vicinity  of  Hunters  Point  for  which  the  Port  demanded  payment  of  rent. 
Between  2002  and  2004,  the  city  filed  administrative  claims  in  the  PG&E  bankruptcy 
proceedings  which  collectively  asserted  that  PG&E  did  encroach  on  the  91,949  sf.  of 
property  for  which  the  Port  was  entitled  to  rent  payment.  On  July  14,  2005,  the  Port 
and  PG&E  entered  into  a  settlement  agreement  which  settled  the  encroachment  claim 
and  set  forth  the  terms  and  conditions  for  PG&E's  continued  use  of  the  property. 
Included  in  the  settlement  agreement,  the  Port  also  agreed  to  lease  a  portion  of 
Davidson  Street  to  PG&E  commencing  January  1,  2008  to  allow  PG&E  the 
uninterrupted  operation  of  their  substation  and  switchyard.  PG&E  represents  that  it's 
currently  in  the  process  of  decommissioning  the  power  plant,  conducting  soil 
remediation  of  hazardous  materials  and  additional  time  is  necessary  for  them  to 
complete  the  work.  PG&E  has  requested  an  extension  of  the  use  of  Port  property  in 
order  to  facilitate  the  remediation  project.  More  specifically,  of  the  91,949  s.f  that 
PG&E  currently  occupies,  PG&E  has  requested  a  4-year  extension  of  approximately 
35,000  square  feet  which  is  outside  the  100  foot  shoreline  band,  the  interior  property, 
and  an  8-year  extension  with  the  right  to  extend  for  periods  of  six  months  at  a  time 
with  Port  approval  of  approximately  56,000  square  feet  which  is  within  the  100  foot 
shoreline  band,  called  the  shoreline  property.  The  reason  for  the  8  year  extension  for 
the  shoreline  property  is  the  testing  and  the  extent  of  contamination  is  more  difficult 
to  determine  and  the  remediation  process  of  the  shoreline  property  may  also  be 
challenging  because  of  its  proximity  to  the  bay. 

Pursuant  to  the  settlement  agreement,  the  parties  may  extend  the  term  of  PG&E's  use 
of  the  property  subject  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  approval  under  Section  9. 11 8  of 
the  Administrative  Code.  Section  9. 11 8  of  the  Administrative  Code  requires  any 
contract  over  $1  million  or  ten  years  in  term  to  go  to  the  Board  for  approval. 

Legal  Counsel  Robert  Bryan  clarified  that  it  is  Section  9.1 18  of  the  City  Charter,  not 
the  Administrative  Code. 

The  Port  and  PG&E  have  agreed  to  amend  the  settlement  agreement  to  do  two  things: 
(1)  extend  the  term  of  PG&E's  occupancy  on  Port  property  for  the  process  of  site 
remediation;  (2)  postpone  fiiture  lease  of  a  portion  of  Davidson  Street  and  update  the 
rental  schedule  for  that  lease. 

The  interior  portion  is  to  be  extended  for  four  years  commencing  on  August  1 ,  2008 
and  terminating  on  July  1,  2012.  The  shoreline  portion  of  the  property  would  be 
extended  for  8  years  commencing  on  August  1,  2008  and  terminating  on  July  31, 
2016  with  the  right  for  PG&E  to  extend  the  term  on  six-month  intervals  with  Port 
approval.  Regarding  the  Davidson  Street  lease,  the  Port  and  PG&E  agree  to  execute  a 
lease  for  five  years  with  commencement  date  effective  August  1,  2012  for 
approximately  1421  square  feet  of  the  Port's  portion  of  Davidson  Street  which  is 
within  the  interior  property  and  immediately  adjacent  to  PG&E  switchyard.  PG&E 
will  require  the  continued  use  of  the  1421  square  feet  of  Davidson  Street  after  the 
interior  space  is  terminated  in  order  to  keep  their  switchyard  in  operation.  PG&E  shall 
pay  to  the  Port  the  rental  rate  commencement  equal  to  the  Port  Commission's  adopted 
Monthly  Rental  Rate  as  of  FY  2012-2013.  For  the  Davidson  Street,  we  are  changing 
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the  dates  and  the  rental  schedules  from  what  was  in  the  original  settlement  agreement 
to  coincide  with  the  termination  date. 

Port  staff  recommends  that  the  Port  Commission  adopt  this  resolution  and  urge  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  to  approve  the  amendment  to  the  settlement  agreement  between 
PG&E  and  the  Port  to:  (1)  extend  the  term  of  PG&E's  occupancy  of  Port  property; 
and  (2)  postpone  the  commencement  of  the  future  lease  for  a  portion  of  Davidson 
Street  and  adjust  the  rental  rate. 

The  Port  and  PG&E  have  entered  into  early  discussions  regarding  this  piece  of 
property  with  regard  to  a  sale  or  a  land  swap.  This  piece  of  property  is  subject  and 
affected  by  SB  815.  There  are  bigger  picture  negotiations  going  on  for  a  land  swap  of 
this  property.  With  this  amendment,  operationally,  we  are  trying  to  maintain  the 
continuity  of  the  settlement  agreement  so  that  we  can  continue  to  collect  rent  and 
PG&E  can  continue  to  do  site  remediation. 

ACTION:  Commissioner  Hardeman  moved  approval;  Commissioner  Fong  seconded 
the  motion.  All  of  the  Commissioners  were  in  favor;  Resolution  No.  08-52  was 
adopted. 

Commissioner  Brandon  asked  how  the  10-year  contract  term  or  $1  million  fit  into  this 
agreement.  Mr.  Lozovoy  replied  that  the  settlement  agreement  calls  for  PG&E  to  pay 
the  Port  approximately  $648,000  in  back  rent  and  going  forward,  they  are  paying  us 
$140,000  a  year.  Collectively,  once  we  hit  the  $1  million  mark,  we  need  to  go  to  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  for  approval,  as  specifically  stated  in  the  amendment. 

Commissioner  Brandon  asked  if  the  $1  million  mark  represents  the  amount 
previously  paid  plus  future  payments  or  the  payments  from  now  until  2012.  Mr. 
Lozovoy  replied  that  in  late  August,  early  September  2008,  we  are  going  to  hit  the  $  1 
million  mark.  We've  already  collected  that.  In  order  to  move  forward,  we  need  to  go 
to  the  Board  for  approval. 

Commissioner  Brandon  asked  which  lease  requires  the  6-month  extension.  Mr. 
Lozovoy  replied  that  is  for  the  shoreline  property.  The  problem  with  the  shoreline 
property  is  soil  remediation.  They  don't  know  the  extent  that  they  have  to  clean  it  up. 
It  could  be  in  the  bay  or  it  could  be  anywhere.  That  is  the  one  open  ended  item. 

Commissioner  Brandon  asked  if  the  six-month  extensions  are  extended  forever.  Mr. 
Lozovoy  replied  that  each  extension  is  subject  to  Port  Commission  approval. 
Commissioner  Brandon  asked  if  it  has  to  come  to  the  Port  Commission  every  six 
months.  Mr.  Lozovoy  replied  that  it  would  come  to  the  Port  Director.  This  is  an 
enhancement  over  the  settlement  agreement.  The  way  the  settlement  agreement  reads 
is  it  is  going  to  be  month-to-month  on  everything.  We  put  a  time  limit  of  four  years. 
Commissioner  Brandon  indicated  that  the  six-month  renewal  is  indefinite,  which 
could  go  on  forever.  Mr.  Lozovoy  indicated  that  it's  in  everybody's  best  interest  to 
clean  it  up. 
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Commissioner  Brandon  asked  if  it  will  take  forever  to  clean  up  the  site.  She  asked  if 
it  is  possible  within  this  settlement  agreement  to  put  some  type  of  time  limit  on  the 
extensions.  Ms.  Moyer  replied  that  speaking  for  the  Port,  it  is  possible  to  put  a  time 
limit  but  PG&E  would  have  to  answer  for  themselves.  Our  typical  process  was  an 
ultimate  upset  date.  All  our  MOUs  with  other  city  departments  even  though  they  can 
be  extended  have  ultimate  upset  dates.  She  thought  that  Mark  Lozovoy  got  ultimate 
upset  dates  on  this  as  well.  She  thought  that  2015  was  the  ultimate  upset  dates.  We 
can  extend  every  six  months  with  an  ultimate  termination  date  of  2015.  She  thought 
that  was  agreed  upon.  Mr.  Lozovoy  replied  that  was  the  open  ended  question. 

Speaking  for  Port  staff,  Ms.  Moyer  indicated  that  is  our  customary  practice  to  put  a 
time  limit;  however,  she  can't  speak  for  PG&E. 

Jimmy  Harris,  PG&E  Public  Affairs  and  Government  Relations,  summarized  some  of 
the  statements  that  have  been  made.  They  have  a  month-to-month  lease.  The  Port 
wanted  to  consolidate  their  contractual  agreement  into  something  that  solidify  the 
time  frame  in  which  their  work  would  be  done,  demolition  or  remediation.  They  are 
committed  to  completing  their  project  in  a  time  frame  that  can  be  communicated  to 
the  Port.  Right  now,  they  have  not  completed  their  remedial  action  plan.  It  will  be 
completed  in  the  middle  of  next  year,  probably  the  second  quarter.  At  that  time,  they 
will  have  a  summary  of  what  the  regulatory  agencies  have  approved  in  terms  of  what 
PG&E  will  do  to  remediate  the  land.  It  will  also  include  a  time  frame.  If  possible,  if 
they  could  have  some  determination  at  that  time  in  terms  of  ultimate  ceiling  or  a 
termination  date  of  when  their  work  will  be  completed  so  they  can  talk  about  what  the 
long  term  use  of  land  would  be  in  terms  of  some  ultimate  transaction  that  would  be 
extremely  helpful. 

Commissioner  Brandon  asked  if  it  is  possible  for  the  Port  to  say  2012,  with  six  six- 
month  extensions  and  then  it  would  have  to  come  back  to  the  Port  Commission  if 
PG&E  needs  to  extend.  She  is  not  comfortable  with  the  open  ended  six  month 
extensions. 

Mr.  Flint,  PG&E  representative  in  charge  of  remediation,  indicated  that  they  are 
certainly  committed  in  completing  this  project  as  quickly  as  possible.  It  is  their 
expectation  on  the  interior  area  that  they  will  be  completed  by  2012.  They  haven't 
done  enough  planning  in  the  exterior  areas  to  be  able  to  come  up  with  the  time  frame. 
However,  they  feel  that  the  2016  time  frame  is  reasonable.  Their  commitment  is  to  do 
this  work  as  quickly  as  possible,  working  with  their  lead  agency  in  order  to  meet 
those  commitments. 

Ms.  Moyer  indicated  that  the  Commission  is  looking  to  amend  the  settlement 
agreement  with  a  cap  date  which  we  can  go  back  to  the  drawing  board  and  come  back 
for  approval  at  the  next  meeting  or  amend  the  resolution  and  delegate  to  staff  the 
ability  to  provide  the  six  month  extensions  up  to  a  certain  date.  That  would  still  leave 
the  settlement  agreement  with  an  open  ended  date  but  it  would  ensure  that  the 
decision  remains  a  policy  decision  of  the  Port  Commission. 
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Commissioner  Brandon  asked  PG&E  representatives  if  they  prefer  to  come  back  to 
the  next  Commission  meeting  or  handle  it  now.  Mr.  Harris  repHed  that  this  is  not  a 
time  sensitive  material  for  PG&E  in  terms  of  them  resolving  the  demolition/ 
remediation  of  land  within  the  next  couple  of  months.  If  staff  feels  it's  better  to  revise 
certain  documents  or  the  agreement,  with  PG&E's  agreement,  they  can  come  back. 

Grant  Gara  indicated  that  he  worked  with  Mr.  Bryant  on  the  settlement  amendment. 
The  proposal  that  Ms.  Moyer  mentioned  sounds  acceptable  with  PG&E  i.e.  we  keep 
the  existing  settlement  agreement  as  is  and  the  Commission  can  give  any  direction  to 
Port  staff  with  respect  to  any  response  to  their  request  for  an  extension  beyond  the 
2016  date.  The  settlement  agreement  contemplates  a  six  month  extension  could  be 
requested  and  granted  upon  Port  approval.  Part  of  their  challenge  is  they  don't  know 
what  the  final  action  would  be.  He  suggested  that  in  order  to  move  forward  and  to 
keep  the  dignity  of  the  existing  settlement  amendment,  the  Port  Commission  can 
direct  Port  staff  as  Ms.  Moyer  described. 

Ms.  Moyer  commented  that  since  this  amendment  goes  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors, 
they  could  have  the  same  comment  and  we  could  end  up  having  to  amend  the 
settlement  agreement  anyway. 

Commissioner  Brandon  indicated  that  she'd  rather  go  with  a  date  certain;  otherwise, 
it  would  have  to  come  back  to  the  Commission  and  if  the  Board  wants  it,  it  could  go 
back  to  them  as  well. 

Ms.  Moyer  asked  if  the  Commission  would  like  staff  to  come  back  in  September  with 
a  date  certain  or  amend  the  resolution  now.  Commissioner  Brandon  indicated  that  she 
prefers  to  amend  the  resolution  now  and  move  forward.  She  asked  Legal  Counsel 
Bryan  about  the  new  language  for  the  amendment. 

Legal  Counsel  Bryan  asked  for  clarification  if  the  six  month  period  would  be  for  both 
the  shoreline  and  the  interior  property. 

Mr.  Gara  indicated  that  he  spoke  with  Mr.  Flint  who  is  in  charge  of  the  remediation 
They  think  that  if  the  Port  is  looking  for  a  date  certain  with  respect  to  any  possible 
extensions,  they  propose  that  the  extension  couldn't  extend  out  more  than  two  years. 
It  would  be  a  series  of  four  six-month  extensions,  with  a  final  date  of  2018. 
Commissioner  Brandon  indicated  that  she  was  willing  to  give  them  six  six-month 
extensions. 

Legal  Counsel  Robert  Bryan  indicated  that  the  proposed  amendment  to  the  resolution 
is  as  follows:  Request  approval  of  resolution  authorizing  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to 
approve  the  Amendment  to  the  Settlement  Agreement  between  PG&E  and  the  City 
and  County  of  San  Francisco,  dated  June  14,  2005,  regarding  a  claim  of 
encroachment  by  PG&E's  Hunters  Point  Power  Plant  on  Custer,  Davidson,  India  and 
Ingalls  Streets,  by:  (1)  extending  PG&E's  right  to  continue  occupying  approximately 
35,465  square  feet  of  Custer  and  Davidson  Streets  until  July  31,  2012,  and  to  continue 
occupying  approximately  56,484  square  feet  of  Custer,  Davidson,  India  and  Ingalls 
Streets  until  July  31,  2016,  with  options  to  extend  the  period  of  occupancy  for  periods 
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of  six  months  at  a  time  with  the  Port's  prior  written  consent,  not  to  exceed  July  31, 
2018;  and  (2)  delaying  the  commencement  date  of  the  5-year  lease  to  PG&E  of 
approximately  1,421  square  feet  of  Davidson  Street  from  January  1,  2008  to  August 
1,  2012,  and  as  such  may  be  modified  by  the  Executive  Director  in  accordance  with 
this  resolution. 

ACTION:  Commissioner  Fong  moved  approval  of  the  resolution  as  amended; 
Commissioner  Shako fsky  seconded  the  motion.  All  of  the  Commissioners  were  in 
favor;  Resolution  No.  08-52  was  adopted. 

1 1 .     FINANCE  AND  ADMINISTRATION 

A.      Request  approval  of  the  Port's  Revised  Annual  Operating  and  Capital  Budgets  for 
Fiscal  Year  2008-09.  (Resolution  No.  08-53) 

Tina  Olson,  Deputy  Director  of  Finance  and  Administration,  indicated  that  the  Port's 
budget  changed  dramatically  from  February  2008,  when  the  Commission  approved 
the  budget.  The  Mayor's  office  requested  the  Port  to  cut  several  positions  and  provide 
ftinding  for  additional  general  fiind  city  department  services.  The  City  is  trying  to 
alleviate  as  much  layoffs  in  other  city  departments  as  possible  by  having  the  Port 
purchase  more  services  than  planned.  Port  staff  negotiated  with  the  Mayor's  office  to 
purchase  the  some  city  services  that  would  be  to  the  Port's  advantage:  $250,000  for 
the  Police  Department  to  provide  additional  police  services  on  Port  property; 
$150,000  for  Planning  Department  to  provide  expedited  CEQA  review  of  Port 
projects  particularly  with  the  GO  Bond  funded  projects  and  others.  The  Mayor's 
office  was  pushing  a  little  deeper  for  us  to  cut  positions  that  would  have  caused 
layoffs.  None  of  the  position  deletions  at  the  Port  will  result  in  a  layoff  of  a 
permanent  position.  Our  highest  priority  was  to  try  to  prevent  that  from  happening. 
The  operating  budget  includes  approximately  $750,000  reimbursement  related  to 
COWCAP  overcharges  from  FY  2006-07.  The  Mayor's  office  requested  that 
repayment  be  spread  out  over  four  years  or  $194,370  per  year  without  interest.  The 
interest  income  revenues  decreased  by  $700,000  due  to  declining  interest  rates.  Also 
included  in  the  budget  is  $1  million  for  the  parking  meters  and  the  $350,000  ftinding 
to  MTA  to  manage,  maintain  and  collect  from  the  Port's  meters. 

Port  staff  balanced  these  new  expenses  and  maintained  a  15%  operating  reserve  by 
cutting  capital  projects  from  the  Port's  budget  that  have  either  been  completed  or 
could  be  delayed  such  as  the  Amador  Street  Sewer  Main  Project  ($525,000)  until  the 
Port  completes  the  planning  for  the  backlands  area.  Staff  also  cut  $680,000  for 
dredging  expense  as  a  result  of  Port  not  having  to  dredge  Pier  35  this  year  which 
provided  savings  that  could  be  applied  to  the  FY  2008-09  dredging  program. 

Ms.  Olson  indicated  that  it  was  a  crazy  several  months  working  through  all  the  budget 
details.  This  compromised  package  was  approved  by  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of 
Supervisors. 

Commissioner  Shakofsky  asked  for  an  explanation  of  the  $200,000  from  the  Park  GO 
bond.  Ms.  Olson  replied  that  the  City  is  issuing  the  first  General  Obligation  Bond  for 
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the  Port's  project.  The  Port  has  a  little  over  $2  million  in  total  in  that  issuance.  Staff 
asked  the  Mayor's  office  if  we  could  appropriate  one  project  early.  The  Mayor's 
office  informed  Rec  &  Park  and  the  Port  to  do  issuance  right  now  but  at  the  same 
time  asked  us  to  do  a  supplemental  appropriation  later  in  the  fall.  They  asked  us  to 
put  into  the  budget  whatever  we  need  right  now.  The  Port  is  ready  to  go  forward  with 
the  Pier  43 '/a  project  sooner  because  we  are  going  to  use  an  as-needed  engineering 
consultant  contract  to  start  some  of  the  conceptual  engineering  work.  The  balance  of 
all  that  bond  issuance  which  is  going  to  fiind  the  rest  of  the  engineering  at  Pier  4314 
will  be  issued  as  an  RFP  that  will  fiind  the  engineering  work  for  the  Bayfront  Park, 
the  planning  work  for  the  Blue  Greenway  projects  approximately  $200,000  to  start 
the  community  projects  and  it  funds  the  CEQA  review  and  it  funds  design  and 
construction  for  the  Heron's  Head  Park.  The  Commission  will  see  in  the  first  meeting 
in  September,  the  appropriation  for  the  balance  of  those  funds.  However,  she  just 
learned  this  afternoon  that  the  $200,000,  while  we  got  approval  to  put  it  into  the 
budget,  it  didn't  technically  get  into  the  budget.  The  Controller's  office  did  not  type  it 
in.  It's  going  to  be  a  part  of  the  supplemental. 

Carl  Cagaanan,  Class  9385  General  Services  Officer  at  the  Port  Meter  Shop, 
addressed  the  closing  of  the  Port  Meter  Shop.  He  is  one  of  three  permanent  exempt 
Port  employees  and  they  will  lose  their  jobs  in  a  few  months.  The  Port  has  employed 
them  for  the  last  three  years  installing  and  repairing  the  Port  parking  meters  in 
collecting  and  counting  the  meter  revenues.  The  management  staff  in  the  Port's 
maintenance  department  can  attest  to  the  high  quality  of  work  they  perform  daily  as 
well  as  to  the  strong  ethic  they  have  displayed  on  the  job.  As  outlined  in  the  MOU 
between  the  Port  and  SFMTA,  the  functions  of  all  the  parking  meter  of  the  Port  are 
going  over  to  SFMTA.  He  raised  awareness  that  they  exist  and  they  are  skilled 
workers  and  the  city  would  benefit  by  their  continued  employment.  They  participated 
in  Phase  2  of  the  Port's  pilot  program  on-street  parking  study.  They  are  trained  to 
perform  the  coin  and  revenue  data  collection  ftinctions  in  the  various  parking  systems 
that  were  installed  by  the  invited  members  of  the  parking  vendor  community.  They 
are  also  trained  to  do  light  maintenance  on  the  units  as  well  as  the  remote  monitoring 
of  the  units.  They  realize  that  the  Port  is  getting  out  of  the  parking  meter  business. 
They  thought  that  in  the  Commission's  travels  and  dealing  with  SFMTA,  they  can 
give  the  Port  meter  shop  employees  a  good  recommendation  and  let  SFMTA  know 
that  they  would  benefit  by  transferring  them  into  their  open  positions. 

Commissioner  Brandon  asked  for  clarification  since  it  was  her  understanding  that 
none  of  the  staff  changes  would  result  in  layoffs.  Ms.  Olson  replied  that  the  Port  has 
two  permanent  General  Services  worker  positions  at  the  Port  that  do  meter 
maintenance  and  collection  and  one  permanent  person  in  that  position  who  is 
transferring  to  MTA.  When  the  other  permanent  person  retired  a  couple  of  years  ago, 
because  we  knew  we  are  in  this  process  of  changing  out  the  Port's  meters,  rather  than 
hire  a  new  permanent  person  on  the  Port-only  position,  the  MTA  has  a  whole  another 
meter  repair  position  that  is  not  the  same  position  as  this  one.  We  did  not  want  to 
have  too  many  permanent  positions  that  were  unique  to  the  Port  that  we  would  have 
to  transfer  to  MTA.  We  backfilled  that  one  vacant  position  with  as-needed 
employees,  on  a  temporary  basis  and  we  didn't  make  a  permanent  hire.  These 
employees  are  absolutely  wonderful.  Maintenance  division  respects  both  their  work 
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ethic  and  the  quality  of  their  work.  We  have  encouraged  MTA  to  hire  them.  They 
tested  for  the  MTA  positions  but  they  weren't  offered  the  positions.  We  want  them  to 
hopefully  get  a  job  at  MTA.  We  also  informed  them  that  we  will  apprise  them  if 
another  as-needed  position  opens  up  at  the  Port  such  as  a  general  labor  or  another 
position  that  they  would  compete  well  for  it.  They  are  not  permanent  Civil  Service 
employees  so  there  is  no  basis  upon  which  we  can  transfer  them  over.  It's  about  the 
position  status.  We  didn't  want  to  have  too  many  permanent  positions  that  we  have  to 
transfer.  The  Port  only  transferred  one  long-term  Port  employee. 

Commissioner  Brandon  asked  if  we  put  in  a  good  word  for  the  other  employees.  Ms. 
Olson  replied  affirmatively.  They  are  great  employees.  They  are  hard  workers,  well 
experienced  and  talented.  She's  surprised  that  MTA  did  not  pick  them  up. 

Frank  Martin  del  Campo,  SEIU  1021,  represents  Carl,  Gary  and  Bobo.  She  thanked 
the  Commission  for  the  inquiry.  That  is  in  fact  what  is  going  on.  Their  union  takes  up 
the  issue  of  work  that  is  permanent  but  the  people  that  do  the  work  are  temporary 
employees.  They  understand  the  reorganization  of  work  but  it  seems  to  him  that  in 
this  particular  case,  effort  should  be  made  to  share  information  that  we  have  three 
extremely  talented  aviation  mechanics,  airframe  and  power  plant  mechanics.  Gary 
had  supervised  40  mechanics  at  United  Airlines.  Carl  has  28  years  of  communications 
with  SBC.  Bobo  had  a  lot  of  experience  in  electronics.  The  city  has  a  farsighted 
policy  of  looking  at  the  immediate  but  not  looking  down  the  road.  It  seems  to  him 
that  we  should  exert  efforts  to  make  sure  that  qualified  individuals  with  good  work 
records,  exemplary  as  shared  by  management,  are  retained  by  the  City.  If  not  here  at 
the  Port,  certainly  by  another  department  in  the  city.  What  can  we  do  to  help?  A  good 
word,  as  Carl  mentioned.  He  asked  the  Port  to  accompany  them  to  the  Mayor's  office. 
They  find  that  when  the  union  and  the  department  go  together  to  the  Mayor's  office, 
the  Mayor  knows  that  they  are  going  to  be  able  to  work  things  out  and  this  is  a  joint 
venture.  They  applaud  the  City  for  taking  the  measures  they  did  to  lessen  or  minimize 
the  impact  of  layoffs.  That  is  a  farsighted  policy.  That  is  well  thought  out,  looking  at 
all  the  different  components.  They  support  that  and  the  efforts  that  were  made  by  the 
Mayor's  office  to  retain  employees  is  a  good  one.  They  think  that  the  Port  should 
look  at  the  same  policy  and  give  a  helping  hand  to  make  sure  that  the  three  qualified 
hard  working  employees  are  retained  by  the  City.  He  thanked  the  Commission  in 
advance.  He  also  thanked  the  Commission  for  Renee  Jones.  Ms.  Jones  was  able  to 
leave  the  department  in  good  terms. 

Jennifer  Clary,  SFT,  indicated  that  she  has  always  been  interested  in  the  budget.  Tina 
Olson  is  very  diplomatic  but  the  fact  of  the  matter  is  the  Port's  payments  to  other 
departments  have  gone  up  from  6%  to  9%.  These  negotiated  positions  are  absurd. 
Staff  is  pinching  and  scraping  for  every  penny.  The  Port  is  asking  the  community  to 
accept  additional  density  on  all  Port  developments  and  yet  the  Port  is  paying 
$250,000  for  the  division  of  real  estate  to  negotiate  hold  over  leases  for  Port 
properties.  As  far  as  she  knows,  the  division  of  real  estate  has  nothing  to  do  with  the 
Port.  It  makes  her  very  unhappy.  She  does  not  understand  the  legality  of  it.  The  Port 
Commissioners  are  mayoral  appointees,  she's  wondering  how  much  work  they  did  to 
get  this  number  reduced. 
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Ms.  Moyer  replied  that  the  Department  of  Real  Estate  services  is  a  Port  initiated 
program  that  the  Commission  was  briefed  on.  The  Port  has  enough  staff  to  keep  up 
with  the  demand  for  new  leases  but  don't  have  enough  to  keep  up  with  the  demand  of 
ongoing  leases  that  are  expiring.  At  the  beginning  of  last  fiscal  year,  we  have  two 
options:  (1)  contract  out  or  (2)  use  other  city  staff  Under  the  City's  Administrative 
Code,  the  Port  cannot  contract  out  unless  there  are  no  other  city  staff  that  can  do  the 
work.  The  Port  made  a  determination  to  work  with  the  Department  of  Real  Estate  in 
accordance  with  that  rule  but  also  because  they  understand  the  City's  practices  such 
as  all  the  city  legislative  pieces  that  have  to  go  into  a  lease  that  the  private  sector 
thinks  is  absurd  and  impractical  and  is  only  looking  for  the  highest  dollars.  That  is  a 
decision  of  the  Port,  not  a  decision  of  City  Hall  and  it's  resulting  in  a  lot  of  revenues 
for  the  Port  as  we  bring  old  leases  up  to  current  market  standards. 

Ms.  Olson  replied  that  the  legality  is  that  we  have  to  spend  Port  funds  to  benefit  the 
Port.  We  sat  down  and  figured  out  what  city  services  could  we  buy  that  would  benefit 
the  Port  and  that's  how  we  found  it  to  be  a  legal  use  of  funds.  In  other  words,  we  are 
not  just  transferring  funds  for  another  city  department  and  they  get  to  spend  it  doing  a 
city  purpose.  They  need  to  be  doing  work  on  behalf  of  the  Port.  It  needs  to  be 
documented. 

Ms.  Moyer  added  that  from  the  February  budget  submission,  we  wanted  to  hire 
another  Homeland  Security  employee.  We  have  one  homeland  security  person  for  20 
million  square  feet  or  7.5  miles.  It's  not  rational.  The  Mayor's  policy  was  no  new 
positions.  We  are  able  to  contract  with  existing  personnel  through  the  Police 
Department  to  help  supply  those  needs  that  would  give  us  personalized  service.  This 
Port  does  not  have  its  own  harbor  police  as  other  ports  do.  The  Port  does  not  have  an 
assigned  police  unit  as  the  airport  does.  It's  critical  that  we  have  more  security.  We 
would  have  bought  more  security  but  would  have  done  it  in  a  different  format.  This 
way,  we  are  using  existing  city  staff  instead  of  hiring  a  new  staff  person. 

Commissioner  Brandon  thanked  Tina  Olson  and  the  finance  staff  for  all  their  efforts 
on  the  budget. 

ACTION:  Commissioner  Hardeman  moved  approval;  Commissioner  Shakofsky 
seconded  the  motion.  All  of  the  Commissioners  were  in  favor;  Resolution  No.  08-53 
was  adopted. 

B.      Request  authorization  to  issue  Request  for  Proposals  (RFP)  to  hire  a  qualified 
financial  advisor  to  assist  Port  staff  with  debt  financings,  financial  planning,  debt 
management,  and  other  financial  advisory  services  as  needed.  (Resolution  No.  08-54) 

Tina  Olson,  Deputy  Director  of  Finance  and  Administration,  indicated  that  the  Port 
has  a  ten-year  capital  plan.  We  programmed  different  debt  issuances  over  the  years. 
The  first  one  would  be  coming  up  next  summer  when  we  pay  off  our  existing  debt. 
We  now  have  the  capacity  to  issue  new  revenue  bonds.  We  have  several  projects  in 
the  capital  plan  such  as  the  Pier  50  substructure,  particularly  at  the  Pier  50  entrance, 
which  is  severely  degraded  but  there  are  also  a  series  of  other  projects.  We  need  to 
hire  a  financial  advisor  to  help  us  prepare  to  issue  the  debt  and  help  manage  the  debt 
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issuance.  We  currently  don't  have  a  contract  with  the  financial  advisors.  This  is 
request  for  the  Commission  to  authorize  staff  to  issue  the  RFP.  It  would  be  a  3-year 
contract  with  an  option  to  extend  the  term  for  an  additional  period  of  two  years.  It 
will  be  $300,000  aggregated  over  the  contract  term.  HRC  has  determined  that  the 
contract  will  have  a  Local  Business  Enterprise  participation  goal  of  20%.  The  scope 
of  services  is  for  financial  advisor  services  such  as  developing  a  financial  plan  for  the 
Port's  ten  year  capital  plan,  doing  some  forecasts,  sizing  of  the  bonds,  helping  Port 
staff  select  the  underwriter  and  other  as  needed  services. 

Ms.  Olson  indicated  that  in  the  staff  report,  staff  indicated  that  the  oral  interview 
score  would  be  the  ultimate  score  that  would  be  taken  into  consideration  when 
selecting  the  firm.  Staff  has  since  modified  that  to  be  that  the  written  proposal  would 
be  weighted  at  40%  and  the  oral  interview  would  be  weighted  at  60%.  They  would  be 
combined  in  selecting  the  firm.  We  hope  to  have  a  financial  advisor  consultant 
contract  on  board  by  January  2009  to  give  Port  staff  time  to  issue  debt  next  summer. 

Commissioner  Shakofsky  asked  about  the  debt  that  the  Port  is  retiring.  Ms.  Olson 
replied  that  we  have  about  $4.5  million  a  year  in  debt  service.  It  retires  in  June  2009 
and  we  could  begin  to  issue  new  debt. 

Commissioner  Shakofsky  asked  how  long  that  debt  is.  Ms.  Moyer  replied  that  it  was 
issued  in  1984;  it's  been  refunded  three  times.  She  was  the  financial  advisor  that  did 
one  of  the  refiinding. 

Commissioner  Shakofsky  asked  if  the  Port  normally  contracts  out  for  a  financial 
advisor.  Ms.  Olson  replied  that  this  is  the  normal  protocol  for  all  city  departments  that 
issue  debt.  Monique  run  the  Mayor's  office  of  public  finance. 

Ms.  Moyer  indicated  that  she  worked  for  a  woman  owned  financial  advisory  firm  at 
that  time  and  the  Port  and  the  City  were  her  clients.  When  the  finance  manager 
position  at  the  Port  opened  up,  she  was  hired  in  1996  for  a  couple  of  months  before 
she  went  to  City  Hall.  She  run  the  debt  portfolio  there.  This  is  a  tax  shelter,  tax 
exempt  debt.  It  is  highly  regulated  by  the  IRS  and  the  FCC.  They  change  their 
regulations  constantly.  Almost  every  governmental  entity  has  an  outside  advisor, 
whether  that  advisor  is  also  an  underwriter  i.e.  they  put  the  deal  and  sell  the  deal.  The 
city's  practice  dating  back  to  Supervisor  Quentin  Kopp  is  that  all  of  the  city's  bonds 
have  to  be  competitively  sold.  In  other  words,  the  lowest  interest  rate  bid  wins  unless 
there  are  circumstances  under  which  it  should  be  negotiated.  We  would  need  a 
financial  advisor  to  put  that  package  together  and  make  a  recommendation  to  staff 
and  the  Port  Commission  as  to  which  of  those  sales  methodologies  will  work.  In  the 
past,  the  Port  has  always  negotiated  deals  i.e.  hire  the  underwriter  and  the  underwriter 
goes  out  and  sells  the  bonds  as  opposed  to  just  a  bid.  Because  we  have  difficult  credit, 
we  are  not  a  transportation  credit  and  the  rating  agencies  would  like  us  to  be  a 
transportation  credit  because  we  are  called  the  port.  Mostly  the  ports  that  sells  locally 
to  Wells  Fargo,  etc.  where  people  understand  what  the  Port  of  San  Francisco  is  and 
why  it's  not  the  Port  of  Oakland.  Port  staff  will  be  talking  to  the  Commission  about 
those  interesting  aspects  and  may  even  call  upon  the  Commission  to  sit  on  the  rating 
presentations. 
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Commissioner  Shakofsky  asked  about  the  term  of  the  contract.  Ms.  Olson  replied  that 
we  currently  use  a  financial  advisor  contract  that  the  Mayor's  office  of  Public  Finance 
has.  Bob  Gamble  has  helped  us  supply  the  tax  increment  financing.  We  found  that  it's 
nice  to  have  somebody  on  contract  particularly  as  we  go  through  the  development, 
deals  that  are  going  to  involve  public  financing  to  help  us  run  some  numbers  and 
advise  us  on  our  different  options.  It's  to  have  not  just  for  issuing  debt  but  also  to 
have  a  consultant  on  board  that  we  can  use  in  other  projects,  which  is  mostly  used  by 
the  development  group.  Bob  Gamble  has  helped  with  the  capital  plan  in  terms  with 
coming  up  with  some  scenarios  and  how  much  debt  we  could  issue. 

Commissioner  Shakofsky  asked  if  it's  a  contract  on  an  as-needed  basis.  Ms.  Olson 
replied  that  the  Mayor's  office  of  Public  Finance  has  an  as-needed  pool  of  financial 
advisors  and  we've  tapped  into  their  contract.  The  Port  does  not  have  one  and  would 
like  to  have  one. 

Commissioner  Shakofsky  asked  if  the  3-year  contract  would  be  a  fixed  price.  Ms. 
Olson  replied  that  it  would  be  a  cap,  up  to  a  certain  amount.  They  will  bill  us  on  an 
hourly  rate  but  the  cap  would  be  at  $300,000.  We  couldn't  go  beyond  that  amount. 

Commissioner  Shakofsky  indicated  that  it  would  be  sort  of  an  as-needed  contract.  It's 
not  that  we're  paying  somebody  $100,000  a  year.  Ms.  Olson  replied  affirmatively. 
They  would  be  on  a  task  order.  It's  not  technically  an  as-needed  contract  the  way  the 
City  defines  them. 

Commissioner  Brandon  asked  about  the  selection  criteria  and  what  the  evaluation  will 
be  based  on. 

Lawrence  Brown,  financial  analyst,  replied  that  in  the  selection  process,  we  will  put 
together  a  group  of  people  who  are  experienced  in  the  work  of  financial  advisors. 
Possible  candidates  would  be  Nadia  Sesay,  who  is  in  charge  of  the  City's  Office  of 
Public  Finance;  Jonathan  Stem,  who  has  worked  at  a  financial  advisory  firm  prior  to 
joining  the  Port.  The  selection  panel  would  review  the  proposals  and  ranked  them 
based  on  the  criteria  in  the  RFP.  The  scope  of  services  is  enumerated  in  the  staff 
report.  The  panel  would  be  evaluating  them  on  4-5  different  areas.  Qualifications  of 
the  principal  in  charge  i.e.  the  person  directly  working  with  the  Port  and  manager  of 
the  team.  We  expect  that  there  would  be  more  than  one  team;  a  lead  firm  and  an  LBE 
firm.  The  person  in  charge  would  be  managing  the  entire  team  and  directing  which 
firm  is  doing  what.  They  would  be  evaluating  their  professional  qualifications  and 
their  relevant  experience.  They  would  have  to  provide  a  resume  to  the  panel  and  show 
the  deals  they've  done  and  the  type  of  experience  they've  had  and  what  kind  of 
positions  they  had  in  the  deal.  The  team  would  be  looking  at  their  creative  abilities. 
The  team  would  also  be  evaluating  the  qualifications  of  every  key  professional  that 
will  be  involved  in  the  team.  We  would  expect  3-4  other  key  players  as  part  of  the 
team  doing  various  things.  Depending  on  what  their  roles  are,  the  panel  would 
evaluate  their  experience  if  they  were  doing  projections  or  running  numbers.  We 
would  like  to  see  what  type  of  experience  they've  had,  what  type  of  deals  they've 
done  and  how  complex  the  deals  were. 


M08 122008 


-36- 


Commissioner  Brandon  asked  if  that  would  be  for  written  or  oral.  Mr.  Brown  replied 
that  it  would  be  applicable  for  both.  We  would  use  these  criteria  for  both  written  and 
oral  and  score  both  and  then  they  will  weighted.  Commissioner  Brandon  asked  if 
there  will  be  a  ranking  for  each  area.  Mr.  Brown  replied  that  there  is  no  ranking  for 
each  area  but  we've  come  up  with  points  for  each  one  of  the  area  so  there  would  be 
100  points  total.  A  maximum  of  30  points  would  be  given  for  the  qualifications  for 
the  principal  in  charge  and  a  maximum  of  25  points  for  the  other  key  professionals  on 
the  team. 

Ms.  Moyer  indicated  that  she  has  not  seen  the  RFP  yet  and  disagrees  with  the  points. 
Commissioner  Brandon  indicated  that  it  should  be  complete  before  the  Commission 
approves  it.  She  can't  authorize  something  when  she  does  not  know  what  it  is  she's 
expecting  to  see.  Ms.  Moyer  replied  that  the  City  has  a  standardized  process.  The  city, 
as  administered  by  the  Human  Rights  Commission,  has  a  set  of  questions,  has  to 
assign  points  and  has  to  know  what  the  scoring  is  going  to  be  before  mailing  the  RFP. 
They  can't  be  influenced  later  by  the  responses.  Larry  is  right  in  that  first  and 
foremost,  the  qualifications  of  the  people  who  are  actually  in  the  room  giving  advice 
would  be  rated.  Typically,  we  will  ask  questions  specific  to  the  Port.  For  example, 
1994  was  the  last  time  since  the  Port  went  out  for  a  long  term  rating.  Once  she  and 
Tina  joined  the  Port,  we  got  a  short  term  rating  because  the  debt  is  less  than  five 
years.  We've  changed  who  we  are  since  1994.  How  do  they  propose  that  we  get  an 
investment  grade  rating  as  to  who  we  are  now?  That  is  very  critical  because  that  will 
drive  our  expense  on  the  debt.  Based  on  the  responses  received  in  the  oral  interview, 
we  use  that  time  to  flush  out  the  same  questions  asked  to  all  the  candidates  and  their 
qualifications  and  their  ability  to  service  the  port  and  how  they  will  ultimately  be 
scored.  The  HRC  does  not  allow  us  to  score  based  on  hourly  fee.  We  cannot  take  a 
firm  because  they  are  cheaper.  We  have  to  take  a  firm  that  is  qualified  and  then 
negotiate  fee. 

Commissioner  Brandon  indicated  that  she's  fine  with  moving  forward  with  it  but 
would  like  to  see  the  RFP  once  it's  complete. 

Ms.  Moyer  indicated  that  she  will  work  with  Larry  and  Tina  and  circulate  a  draft  copy 
of  the  RFP  as  we  have  done  with  other  RFPs.  Ms.  Moyer  added  that  the  Port  has  not 
selected  a  financial  advisor  since  1996  as  there  was  not  a  need  for  one.  We  used  the 
city's  pool  in  an  as-needed  basis. 

ACTION:  Commissioner  Hardeman  moved  approval;  Commissioner  Fong  seconded 
the  motion.  All  of  the  Commissioners  were  in  favor;  Resolution  No.  08-54  was 
adopted. 

12.  NEW  BUSINESS /AGENDA  SETTING 

Ms.  Moyer  indicated  that  we've  reserved  time  on  September  9,  2008  for  the  presentations 
on  SWL  337.  If  something  changes,  we  will  move  some  of  the  items  up  on  the  September 
23"^*^  calendar.  On  September  23,  2008,  she  and  Peter  Dailey  will  be  attending  the  AAPA 
conference.  She  has  been  invited  to  address  the  entire  delegation. 
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Commissioner  Brandon  indicated  that  she  might  not  be  able  attend  the  September  IV'^ 
meeting  as  well.  She  asked  the  director  to  be  cognizant  of  what's  on  the  agenda  although 
she'd  love  to  hear  the  solar  city  item. 

13.  PUBLIC  COMMENT 

14.  COMMUNICATIONS 

15.  ADJOURNMENT 

ACTION:  Commissioner  Hardeman  moved  approval  to  adjourn  the  meeting;  Commissioner 
Shako fsky  seconded  the  motion.  All  of  the  Commissioners  were  in  favor. 

Commission  President  Kimberly  Brandon  adjourned  the  meeting  at  6:18  p.m. 
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